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MODERNIZING THE ELECTION REGISTRATION 

PROCESS 


WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 21, 2009 

House of Representatives, 

Subcommittee on Elections, 
Committee on House Administration, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:05 p.m., in room 
1310, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. Charles A. Gonzalez 
(vice-chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Gonzalez, Davis of California, Davis of 
Alabama, and Harper. 

Staff Present: Tom Hicks, Senior Election Counsel; Janelle Hu, 
Election Counsel; Jennifer Daehn, Election Counsel; Kyle Ander- 
son, Press Director; Joe Wallace, Legislative Clerk; Daniel 
Favarulo, Legislative Assistant, Elections; Darrell O’Connor, Pro- 
fessional Staff Member; Shervan Sebastian, Staff Assistant; Victor 
Arnold-Bik, Minority Staff Director; Peter Schalestock, Minority 
Counsel; Karin Moore, Minority Legislative Counsel; Salley Collins, 
Minority Press Secretary; and Josiah Prendergrast, Minority Pro- 
fessional Staff Member. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Good afternoon. I would like to call the Com- 
mittee on House Administration Subcommittee on Elections Hear- 
ing on Modernizing the Election Registration Process to order. 

An unexpected conflict has prevented Chairwoman Lofgren from 
being here today, but she was most insistent that this is way too 
important an issue to be delayed, so we will proceed in her ab- 
sence, rather than a further rescheduling of the hearing. 

I do want to place everyone on notice that we’ve b^een notified 
that we are going to have a series of votes starting around 1:15 or 
so; and I anticipate that we will get some opening remarks by the 
members out of the way, probably break for the votes, and then 
come back 10 minutes after the last vote which I wish I could give 
you an estimation of time, but it generally could be anywhere from 
30 to 40 minutes. 

Today’s hearing will highlight ways in which technological inno- 
vations can modernize the Nation’s election system, particularly 
the voter registration process. As we learned in hearings during 
this and the 110th Congress, voter registration has been the source 
of many headaches and obstacles for election officials and voters 
alike. 

The Cooperative Congressional Election Study reports that 2 to 
3 million voters in the 2008 general election were prevented from 
voting because of issues with voter registration or authentication. 

( 1 ) 
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These issues have resulted in resounding calls to modernize the 
registration process to increase efficiency and accuracy as well as 
lower election administration costs. 

As most registration problems result from the time-intensive and 
paper-based characteristics of the process, technology can play a 
valuable role in decreasing costs and increasing efficiencies. Tools 
developed to maximize the Internet in the administration of elec- 
tions are quickly being embraced. According to a recent Pew report, 
almost three in four adults use the Internet, and almost two-thirds 
of all Internet users turn to government Web sites for information. 
Forward-thinking states are starting to offer voters the opportunity 
to register to vote, update their registration information, request 
absentee ballots, view sample ballots, and even find polling places 
online. Such technological developments have facilitated the reg- 
istration and voting process for all voters, including the elderly, 
physically challenged, and individuals living abroad, civilian and 
military alike. 

Representative Lofgren introduced H.R. 1719, the Voter Registra- 
tion Modernization Act of 2009, to bring every American the bene- 
fits that online voter registration technology has brought to the 
citizens of the states from Washington to Delaware. H.R. 1719 
would require states to offer a Web site for voters to register and 
update their registration information online. Online voter registra- 
tion makes the entire registration process more accessible to mil- 
lions of people, while improving the accuracy of voter registration 
databases. It reduces the cost of administering elections and voter 
rolls, while making the rolls and our elections even more secure. 

The issues we will explore today have the potential to signifi- 
cantly improve the registration process. I look forward to our wit- 
nesses addressing the role of technology in modernizing the elec- 
tion registration process and providing insight into implementing 
online voter registration tools. 

We are going to proceed now. The ranking member, Mr. McCar- 
thy, has been delayed. He is in a markup in Financial Services. I 
am not going to even give you the subject matter, because if you 
haven’t been reading the newspapers, they’ll be there the rest of 
the week. However, at this time I would like to recognize my col- 
league, Mr. Harper, for an opening statement. 

Mr. Harper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Our committee was fortunate enough to receive the input of a 
number of State election officials for today’s hearing. The resound- 
ing sentiment from these officials was great concern about the pro- 
visions of H.R. 1719. 

The administration of elections is not a one-size-fits-all propo- 
sition. States need flexibility in order to best serve the citizens of 
their States, while still maintaining the highest level of integrity 
for our elections. Moreover, our election system is better served as 
secretaries of State and local election officials are actively engaged 
as participants in the drafting of legislation. 

Unfortunately, State and local administrators apparently were 
not consulted when this bill was being drafted. It seems that this 
committee and this Congress are creeping ever closer to the com- 
plete federalization of elections, a trend that I find highly dis- 
turbing. 
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As I have consulted with State election administrators on the 
pending legislation, there has been a nearly unanimous outcry con- 
cerning some key provisions in H.R. 1719. Central among these 
concerns has been that the legislation not only doesn’t require new 
online registration systems to include a tie to a current State motor 
vehicle database but also requires States currently utilizing motor 
vehicle databases to stop using this important tool for voter identi- 
fication. 

As one election official stated in a letter to the committee, the ab- 
sence of a validating database renders online voter registration “a 
method to flood the system with registrations for nonexistent peo- 
ple” and such a structure would “embolden those who would per- 
petuate voter registration fraud on a new level.” 

Officials have also expressed grave concerns over H.R. 1719’s 
prohibition against canceling outdated registrations. The bill would 
prohibit States from deleting certain individuals from the registra- 
tion rolls, regardless of the length of time since they last voted or 
had contact with an elections office. Even in the face of over- 
whelming evidence that the voter should no longer be registered, 
H.R. 1719 would require election officials to keep voters on the rolls 
in perpetuity. This will undoubtedly lead to inaccurate voter rolls 
and overinfiated numbers of registered voters, requiring election of- 
ficials to purchase additional supplies and equipment for ineligible 
voters and increasing the risk of fraud. 

Another common concern expressed by States is the unwork- 
ability of shortening of the registration timeline to 15 days. The 
deadline for registration varies, of course, from State to State, but 
the overwhelming majority of States share a timeline longer than 
15 days. After registration ends, election officials are tasked with 
accurately reviewing applications, entering new voters, verifying 
registrants’ eligibility to vote, reviewing the voter list for accuracy, 
and preparing for the upcoming election. Limiting the voter reg- 
istration deadline to 15 days before an election does not allow elec- 
tion officials the time they need to accomplish these much-needed 
tasks. 

As I have talked with election officials, I have been continually 
impressed by their professionalism and their commitment to pro- 
viding a fair and accurate administration of elections. I hope that 
this committee takes their criticisms to heart when examining this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I also have a number of items I would like to be 
entered into the record, if I may be allowed to read those items. 

I would like to submit the following statements for the record: 

A letter from Washington Secretary of State Sam Reed stating 
that the online voter registration system must be tied to the State 
driver’s license agency; 

A letter from Indiana Secretary of State Todd Rokita stating that 
the link to the motor vehicle database is essential to protect the in- 
tegrity of the election process; 

A letter from the Sacramento County Registrar of Voters stating 
that collecting e-mail addresses from voters takes too long and is 
a waste of our time; 

A letter from the Secretary of State of Georgia, Karen Handel, 
opposing H.R. 1719 and stating that she finds the Federal Govern- 
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merit’s intrusion on State administration elections to be a dis- 
turbing trend and not in the best interest of our citizens, our coun- 
try, or our democracy; 

A letter from Thurston Country Auditor Kim Wyman stating, 
without verification to a database, online registration becomes a 
method to flood the system with registrations for nonexistent peo- 
ple; 

A letter from Kansas Secretary of State Ron Thornburgh where 
he calls section 5 of H.R. 1719 the most troubling and potentially 
damaging section of the bill which would set back States many 
years in their ability to know who is qualified to vote; 

A letter from the Arizona Association of County Recorders ex- 
pressing grave concerns regarding the list maintenance portion of 
the bill; 

A letter from Mississippi Secretary of State Delbert Hosemann 
calling H.R. 1719 “very disturbing” because officials would have to 
register voters without verifying their identity; 

A letter from the National Association of Election Officials rais- 
ing the cost and impracticality of collecting and utilizing e-mail ad- 
dresses for voter communication; 

A letter from Maricopa County stressing the vital role of linking 
registration to the motor vehicle database; 

And also a letter from James Alcorn of the Virginia State Board 
of Elections stating the new 15-day registration timeline would be 
difficult to process. 

[The information follows:] 
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Legislative Building 
PO Box 40220 
Olympia. WA 98504-0220 
Tel 360.902 4151 
Fax 360.586.5629 
www.secState.wa.gov 

September 10, 2009 

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren 

United States House of Representatives 

Chair. Subcommittee on Elections, Committee on House Administration 
Dear Congresswoman Lofgren, 

I strongly support the online voter registration proposed in H.R. 1719. Washington and Arizona are the only 
states in the nation with online voter registration. Our online programs have been very popular in Washington, 
with approximately 160,000 registrations and 50,000 registration updates in 2008. In addition, we have used 
email for many years to transmit ballots and other election materials. 

In support of H.R. 1719, 1 do have a few recommendations to make it even better legislation. 

• Driver’s License or State ID Card. The online voter registration system must be tied to the state driver's 
licensing agency (DMV or DDL). Without this, there is no signature for the voter registration file. It goes 
without saying that a sound voter registration system requires a signature from each voter. The online 
registration systems in Washington and Arizona both link to their state licensing agencies. Because 
these applicants have previously come into a driver's licensing office in person, online applications are 
iess subject to fraud than paper applications. I recommend inserting the DMV/DOL requirement in place 
of the reference to “technological security measures" because fraud is not prevented with a piece of 
technology, but by requiring each user to prove his or her identity 

• Timing of Registration. The bill forces every state to adopt a voter registration deadline of 15 days or 
earlier. This is too close to Election Day and jeopardizes the integrity of the election. For millions of 
Americans who vote absentee, this is too late. Most states have a 25-30 day deadline. Fifteen days is 
insufficient time to identify the thousands of duplicate registrations that result each time a person who is 
already registered submits a new registration application. 

• Prohibiting Cancellation of Invalid Registrations. For over 15 years, NVRA has stated that once a 
voter moves and fails to update his or her information through two federal General Elections (a 
Presidential election cycle), the invalid registration may be cancelled. This bill prohibits states from 
cancelling registrations that are clearly Invalid, even though the person may have moved 15 years ago or 
died 5 years ago. There is no doubt that this provision will result in inaccurate voter rolls. The provision 
refers to registrants “on the official list of eligible voters to whom a unique identifier has not been 
assigned under the computerized Statewide voter registration list,” This sentence makes no sense since 
the “official list of eligible voters " may only include voters "to whom a unique identifier has been assigned." 

Online voter registration is convenient, accessible, and efficient. I hope that these suggestions can improve your 
legislation. Please call on me if 1 can provide additional information, (360) 902.4151. 

Sincerely, 


cc: Subcommittee on Elections. Committee on House Administration 


SECREMO- M 
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Todd Rokjta 


Secretary of State 


Secrexary of Sxate 

StaHTE of iNOTyVlMA. 


October 5, 2009 


The Honorable Kevin McCarthy 
United States House of Representatives 
1 523 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman McCarthy: 

1 am writing to you in regard to H.R. 1719, authored by Representative Zoe Lofgren of 
California. 

1 strongly support leveraging existing and newer technologies to improve election 
administration processes. I firmly believe that new voting systems, statewide voter 
registration databases, e-mailing ballots to and from UOCAVA voters, and the use of 
electronic poll books have improved election administration and ballot access in lndiana 
and across the nation. 

During the last session of the Indiana General Assembly, Indiana lawmakers passed an 
initiative I sought to permit Hoosiers to register to vote or change their voter registration 
information on-line. The bi-parlisan legislation had overwhelming support and will be 
available to Indiana citizens beginning July 1, 2010. 

While supporting these and other election reform measures, I also realize the need to be 
vigilant in protecting the franchise of Hoosier voters. It is extremely important that as we 
move forward with technological advances in election administration, we also build in 
safeguards against those who would attempt to take advantage of these systems by 
violating election laws. 

Indiana has done so by requiring photo ID for those voting in person to prove their 
identity. To confirm an applicant's identity, Indiana has also required those who use the 
new online voter registration application have an Indiana-issued driver’s license or photo 
identification card. Immediate confirmation of a voter registration applicant’s status will 
be confirmed by an interface with the records of the stale’s Bureau of Motor Vehicles, 
which includes an electronic signature from the holder of the driver’s license or 
identification card. This step is essential to protect the integrity of the election process. 
H.R. 1 719 does not currently include this requirement. 


The State House, Room 201. Indianapolis, Indiana 46204, (3 17) 232-653 K FAX (3 1 7) 233-3283 

emaU: aa@sos.TlV.gov website: www.sos.IN.gov 
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Secrexary of Sxate 

SXAXE OF iNDIA-KfA. 


Todd Rokita 
Secretary of State 

Indiana also protects the integrity of the election process through various voter list 
maintenance activities. Since the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA), 
Indiana’s population has increased by roughly 830,000 people. During that same period, 
the number of names on our voter rolls has increased by 1 ,540,000 records. 

NVRA imposes severe restrictions on keeping voter lists accurate. Indiana’s increase in 
the, number of voter registration records (which does not necessarily translate as “new 
voters”), in conjunction with the limits under NVRA in maintaining accurate voter lists, 
has caused Indiana’s counties to add many new precincts. This increase in the number of 
voter registration records has significantly increased the cost of conducting elections and 
the opportunity for individuals to commit voter fraud. 

In 2006, Indiana conducted a uniform, non-discriminatory statewide NVRA mailing to all 
4.2 million registered voter. Over one million of these cards (which represented more 
than 20% of the entire state’s registration records) were returned as “undeliverable.” 
Following the federally required follow-up mailing, over 500,000 existing registration 
records were designated “inactive.” Under NVRA, these records were eligible for 
cancellation following the 2008 General Election, assuming that the voter did not vole or 
appear to vole from that registration address. 

This voter list clean-up effort cost the state over one million dollars to conduct, and took 
more than two years to result in more accurate voter registration roils. However, this 
voter list maintenance will likely save counties thousands each election in eliminating the 
need to prepare election materials to serve voters who are no longer there. It appears H,R. 
1719 does not permit this voter list cleanup activity to continue. 

It is important to implement election reforms to improve voter rights; however, it is 
equally important for local and state election administrators to have the tools to ensure 
elections are conducted in a fair and accurate manner. I strongly urge you to improve 
H.R. 1719 by requiring signatures from existing databases, such as Indiana’s BMV 
database, for on-line voter registration and by continuing to permit state and local 

voter list maintenance activities. 


Todd Rokita 

Indiana Secretary of State 




Tlie State Hotise, Room 201 , Indianapolis. Indiana 46204, (317) 232-6531 , FAX (3 1 7) 233-3283 

email: aa@sos.rN'.gov website; www.sos.IN.gov 
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Here are some of ray comments on HR 1719 from a California perspective. 

Jill 

Jill LaVine 
Registrar of Voters 
County of Sacramento 
7000 65th Street, Suite A 
Sacramento, CA 95823 
916-875-6558 
Fax 916-876-5130 


--Sec. 2(a) requiring acceptance of online registrations without providing for linkage to 
driver's license databases (p. 2) 

Last year California passed SB 381 that will allow on-line voter registration as soon as our state-wide 
voter registration system is up and running. In that bill it requires the SOS system to "obtain an 
electronic copy of applicant's signature from his or hers driver's license or state identification card directly 
from the Department of Motor Vehicles." 

Link to bill for CA on-line voter registration: 

http: //WWW. leqinfo. ca .gov/pub/OP-OS/bill/sen/sb 0351- 
0400/sb 381 bill 20080930 chaptered.pdf 


While the Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) became a voter registration agency with the passage of 
NVRA it would be clearer if there was language added to H.R. 1719 to make sure the DMV knows of this 
added responsibility included in this bill. It will also be necessary for DMV to have a digitized signature 
file, and a law that allows a digitized signature to be used for voter registration purposes. 


—Sec. 2(b) creating a 15-day registration period (p. 4) 

California already has a 15 day registration period and it has been difficult. This bill may ease the burden 
of last minute registrations having to be entered. For November 2008 we received over 45,000 
registration cards and over 33,000 changes to our voter file in the last month. (Our final registration 
number was 684,588) Because of this large number of addibons and conections we were not able to 
close our files until 7 days before the election. The 15-day Hmeline is too short. 

While this shortened time period sounds like a good idea to allow a voter more Bme to register the 
biggest problem comes from the inconsistent dates of when a vote-by-mail (VBM) ballot can be sent, and 
the close of registration. For instance 29 days before an election we mail out our permanent VBM 
ballots. Then there is some breaking news so now all the Republicans now want to be Democrats and 
visa versa. The voter then re-registers, request a second ballot of the new chosen party and we now 
have two ballots In circulation for one voter. This becomes a logistical nightmare trying to keep the up 
with the new registrations and mailing the new ballots, and receiving the returned voted ballots in these 
two weeks. 


—Sec. 5 regarding acceptance of registration when SSN dr DL do not match (p. 10) 

I would like to see this section changed, lust because the applicant has provided the information it may 
not be correct as often happens even on the written affidavit. An applicant is not a "valid" voter until the 
information has been check to make sure it is valid. We allow a "want-to-be" voter the opportunity to 
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vote a Provisional ballot and when the correct/missing information has been validated then we count the 
ballot. 

Other thoughts - 

Sec. 3 Prevention of Unauthorized Revisions and Fraud. 

We have had a few cases of a voter changing their ex-spouse's registration to get even, with paper 
copies of all transactions we can go back and compare signatures and the necessary correspondence. 
This section allows the state to put in the appropriate security measures since not all states have the 
same system. While it is a little vague I believe it is best to leave those options to the state. There will 
need to be changes In state legislation to allow changes without a signature. 

Sec. 4 Provision of Election Information Bu Electronic Mail to Individuals Registered to Vote 

California already requires a space on the voter affidavit for an e-mail address. It is an optional field for 
the applicant. Most election offices have found that it takes too long to enter those addresses and they 
are not valid for any length of time. There is no way to track a voter with an e-mail address as opposed 
to a street address where you can send an address forwarding card. It is a waste of our time so we do 
not enter the e-mail addresses on our files. 

The only time an e-mail address is beneficial is for the military and only for that one election. 

Please keep this section as optional. 


CODUTY OF SACMMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER; 

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and 
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review, 
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other 
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly 
prohibited. 

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately 
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any 
attachments thereto. 



The Office of Secretary of State 


X^rmCJ&i'diC 

SECRETARYOFSTATE 


October 20, 2009 


The Honorable Zoe Lofgren 
United States House of Representatives 
102 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren, 

As Georgia’s Secretary of State and Chief Election Official, lam writing to expres my serious conoera 
regarding several areas of HR 1719, and based on these concerns, I must oppose the bill as it is currently 
written. 

First, the administration of elections is not a “one size fits all” proposition. What works best in Georgia 
may not work best in California or Michigan. Therefore, all proposed changes to federal law that 
mandate universal and very specific processes must be viewed skeptically. Congress should give 
consideration to the flexibility that state and local elections administrators require in order to best serve 
the citizens of our states, while maintaining the highest level of integrity for our Elections. 

Furtha, as Congress considers changes to federal election law, we would all be better served if 
Secretaries of State and local elections officials were actively engaged as participants in the drafting of 
the legislation. Unfortunately, this has not been the case. In recent years. Congress has advanced 
legislation almost universally opposed by state and local administrators - legislation that would have had 
a profound and negative impact on elections in this country had they become law. 

The proposed “federalizing" of state elections is a disturbing trend and one that is ultimately not in the 
best interests of our citizens, our country or out democracy. I believe we all share the same goals; to 
provide our citizens with the easiest, most transpar^t elections that inspire the highest levels of 
confidence our citizens because of the measures in place to protect against voter fiaud. Too often, 
legislation such as HR 1719 fails to meet those goals. 

Lack of signature requirement: While I have no objection to online voter registration generally, one 
significant problem with HR 1719 is that it fails to include a mechanism to obtain signatures from online 
voter registration applicants. Some States have had success allowing online voter registration utilizing 
the information and the electronic signatures acquired via their state department of motor Vehicle records. 
However, HR 1719 includes no provision for using such a database. The lack of this requirement for a 
signature is a serious omission that should be corrected. Any online voter registration must be tied to the 
state department of motor vehicle or similar state entity database to ensure accuracy of the records and to 
prevent fraud. 

Prohibition against canceling outdated registrations: HR 1719 includes language that appears to prohibit 
States from deleting certain individuals fi-om the registration rolls, regardless of the length of time since 
they last voted or had contact with an elections office. This amounts to allowing these individuals who 

a Martin Luther King Jr., Drive S.E. • Suite 1104 West To%ver • AUanta, Geoig^a • 30334 • (404) 656-2871 • (404) 651-9531 Fax 

%ww.. 80 s.atate .p>jti» 
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The Honorable Zoe Lofgren 
October 20, 2009 
Page 2 

have had absolutely no contact with election officials to remain on the registration list in perpetuity. This 
unnecessary prohibition prevents much needed list maintenance and will result in inaccurate voter rolls. 

If this provision remains in the bill, it will negatively affect the elections process in numerous ways, such 
as overinflating the number of registered voters, causing election officials to purchase additional supplies 
and equipment at taxpayer expense, and will result in the increased risk of voter fraud. 

Limiting voter registration timeline: As a state in full compliance with the National Voter Registration 
Act, Geor^a requires an individual to be registered thirty days before an election. For a State the size of 
Georgia, the thirty-day deadline provides local election officials with time to accurately review 
applications that have been submitted, enter registrants’ information into the statewide voter registration 
database, verify each registrant’s eligibility to vote in that election and jurisdiction, review the voters list 
and ensure its accuracy, and prepare for the upcoming election. In Georgia, all of this takes place while 
election offlcials are conducting in-person early voting and absentee voting by mail. Limiting the voter 
registration deadline to fifteen days before an election does not allow election officials sufficient time to 
accurately accomplish all of these equally important tasks. 

Elimination of application verification: Section 5 of HR 1719 appears to eliminate the States’ ability to 
verify whether an applicant is eligible to vote in an election. The bill provides that an applicant must 
simply “provide” the requested information. This language could be read to replace the verification 
process currently required under the Help America Vote Act (HAVA). I strongly object to any attempt to 
prohibit a State from verifying information provided on a mail-in voter registration application by a first- 
time applicant who does not provide one of the HAVA-required forms of identification with the voter 
registration application. 

Disparate effective dates: If HR 1 719 becomes law, the effective dates of all provisions should be 2016, 
as it is for Section 2 of the bill. This would provide adequate time to implement any changes in state 
election law and practice, as may be necessary. Requiring changes in processes without allowing enough 
time only leads to mistakes and confusion in implementation. Therefore, all provisions of HR 1719 
should have effective dates of 2016. 

I appreciate the opportunity to bring my concerns regarding HR 1 719 to your attention. We share the 
common goal of improving elections processes for all voters. As this bill moves through the legislative 
process, I hope changes will be made in the areas I have mentioned. If I can answer any questions or 
provide any further information to either you or any member of the House Subcommittee on Elections, 
please do not hesitate to ask. 


Sincerely, 

Karen C. Handel 
Secretery of State 


cc: House Subcommittee on Elections 
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KIM WYMAN 
AUDITOR 


September 22, 2009 

The Honorable Zoe Lofgren 
Chair, Subcommittee on Elections 
U.S. House of Representatives 
102 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 205 1 5 

Dear Representative: 

Thank you for your commitment to modernizing voter registration and your leadership on H.R.1719, 
the Voter Registration Modernization Act of 2009. As a local election official, I work hard to make 
voter registration and elections accessible, transparent, and accurate. I appreciate your efforts. 

If online registration is going to be required by states, 1 am concerned that H.R. 1719 does not require 
states to match the information entered online by the citizen with any other data sources, such as state 
licensing databases. Washington State law has this provision. It strengthens the credibility of the 
registration, as every person who holds a state issued driver’s license or identification card has 
appeared in an office in-person. Including similar language in the Act would provide uniformity 
between states. 

While the Act requires states to prevent unauthorized persons from updating a registration, there 
needs to be a confirmation loop back to the voter, independent of electronic mail, to ensure it was the 
voter who made the changes online. Otherwise, changes could be made to a voter’s record without 
his/her knowledge and cause the voter to be ineligible to participate in an election. 

Without data and voter verification, online registration becomes a method to flood the system with 
registrations for non-existent people. The speed and ease of completing forms online emboldens 
those who would perpetrate voter registration fraud on a new scale. It would also enable hackers to 
overload the system with registrations, for example, a denial of service attack near Election Day, 
making it difficult or impossible to issue ballots to voters. 

I support using the Internet for online voter registration as it will improve access for many citizens 
and will be a more efficient manner of handling the data. We have successfully implemented online 
voter registration in Washington State and I hope you include aspects of our law into your bill. If 
you have any further questions, please contact me at the numbers and addresses listed below. Thank 
you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 


Kim Wyman 
Thurston County Auditor 

2000 Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, Washington 98502-6090 
Fax: (360) 786-5223 




Phone: (360)786-5401 
E-mail wymank@co,thurston.wa.us 
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Office of the Kansas Secretary of State 
Comments on H.R. 1719 
September 18, 2009 


Following are comments of Kansas Secretary of State Ron Thornburgh on specific portions of 
the bill. He has no comments or suggestions on sections not listed here. 

General Comment 

I support the concept of using computerization and the Internet to better serve the voting public, 
and, in fact, in Kansas we have already accomplished some of what would be required with 
passage of H.R. 171 9, but I do not support the federal government taking the leading role or 
writing specific requirements for such programs. To do so limits states’ opportunities for 
innovation. The federal government should set broad goals and provide resources, then let the 
states design the programs to meet the goals in ways that are most effective for them. 

A recent example of this is the Help America Vote Act. HAVA succeeded because it set goals 
and provided some resources but was not restrictive or overly specific in its mandates so that the 
states were allowed to be innovative. 

States are already moving toward online voter registration and do not need a federal mandate to 
accomplish it. 

Section 2 

Section 7A, Subsection (a) — 

Kansas offers two online services relevant to this section of the bill; 

(1) The Kansas voter registration application form is available online In a fillable format. 
By Tillable we mean the applicant may type in all required information except the signature, print 
the form, sign it and mail or fax it to the election official. 

(2) In July, 2009, we implemented an online voter registration system that was developed 
jointly by my office and the Kansas Division of Motor Vehicles (DMV). The reason DMV was 
involved is that voter registration requires a signature, which is captured in a digitized format by 
DMV through the electronic driver’s license program pursuant to the requirements of NVRA. 

H.R. 1719 does not appear to require or assume the involvement of DMV in online registration. 
This presents a serious logistical difficulty for many states because, to my knowledge, no state 
election offices have the means to capture signatures electronically. It is unclear if H.R. 1719 
assumes election offices will acquire the means to electronically capture signatures or if it 
assumes signatures will no longer be required. Neither is desirable. If the latter, I would argue 
that signatures are necessary for identification of voters and for the administration of other 
political acts by voters, such as signing petitions and running for office. 

Subsection (c} — 

The requirement for “appropriate technological security measures to prevent unauthorized 
access” is a given, and I support this concept. We must protect and hold confidential any 
information provided by individuals, and we must prevent others from accessing or altering it. 
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Subsection (d) — 

If H.R. 1 719 passes in some form, implementation by the 2016 elections is a reasonable 
requirement. States need time to plan for these changes, and that should allow adequate time. 

Section 3 

Subsection (a)(6) — 

It is reasonable to allow registrants to update their registration information at any time once the 
online system is in place. The online system we have implemented in Kansas allows that, 
although, once again, it is linked to DMV. Registrants gain access to the system by entering their 
names and driver’s license numbers due to the link with DMV. Without a valid driver’s license a 
registrant is not permitted to use the online system. 

Subsection (a)(6)(B) — 

This section would require election officials to notify registrants of changes in their records by 
email. At present, the Kansas system does not provide for this and under current laws 1 do not 
support it. 

I do not want to collect email addresses from registrants for the following two reasons: 

(1) People frequently change their email addresses and the task of maintaining an up-to- 
date database of emails is not one for which we are staffed or equipped. 

(2) At present, laws do not exclude email addresses from public disclosure, and if 
candidates, campaigns and political parties obtain email addresses and barrage voters with emails 
during campaign season, election officials will bear the brunt of the voters’ outrage. This will be 
the email equivalent of robocalls, which are abhorrent to much of the voting public. 

Subsection (a)(1)(C) — 

As mentioned before, these security requirements are necessary and should be a given. Most 
states have established databases in compliance with HAVA, and any state that did so without 
including security measures to prevent unauthorized access and the entry of fraudulent data 
should be required to do so immediately. 

Subsection (b)(1) — 

It is reasonable and efficient to allow registrants to confirm their changes of residence online the 
same as they currently do on paper. 

Subsection (b)(2) — 

This provision appears to limit election officials’ ability to cancel the registrations of persons 
who have been designated as inactive pursuant to NVRA due to evidence from the U.S. Postal 
Service indicating that they’ve moved out of the registrar’s jurisdiction. 

1 oppose this provision in the bill. Before passage of NVRA, Kansas and many other states had 
purge laws that worked to keep lists clean and up to date. NVRA changed all that and instituted 
an expensive, time consuming confirmation mailing process that severely hampers election 
officials’ ability to keep their lists clean. Removing the ability to cancel registrations after 
completing the confirmation mailing process will add untold amounts of deadwood to the states’ 
registration lists without lessening the expense and effort required to administer the process. 


2 
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Section 4 

Subsection {a)(3) — 

For the reasons stated above under Subsection (a)(6)(B), I do not support requiring election 
officials to maintain a database of email addresses. 

Section 5 


This is the most troubling and potentially damaging section of H.R. 1719. It would take away the 
states’ capacity for security and set us back many years in our ability to know who is qualified to 
vote. 

This section would require election officials to add to the official registration list any person who 
supplies information indicating they meet the qualifications to vote. It appears to circumvent or 
supersede the verification process required by HAVA, which is already in place in most states. If 
that is the intent, I do not support it. Under HAVA, each registration record is verified through 
the state’s DMV office and the American Association of Motor Vehicle Administrators 
(AAMVA). If the verification fails, the registration is not complete. 

In Kansas, in such cases the registrant is added to the registration list, but it is flagged “needs to 
show ID.” The flag is printed on the poll book so poll workers know to ask the voter to show 
his/her identification. This system works. 

If we are to add records to the database when the applicants have not been identified, it increases 
opportunities for fraud. Also, this would raise equal protection issues because we would not be 
treating all persons the same — ^those who failed a verification check or who failed to provide all 
the information needed to prove their identity would be registered the same as those who met all 
the requirements. 

Section 6 

This provision allows states to use HAVA requirements payments to pay for the new 
requirements of H.R. 1719. This is necessary, and probably would be assumed by most election 
officials. But it is not enough. 

HAVA has never been fully funded, and the funding formulas used in HAVA did not account for 
the requirements of H.R. 1719. If Congress adds new requirements it should add new funding. 


Suggestions 

Section 2 — 

H.R. 1719 would be greatly improved if state motor vehicle offices were motivated to cooperate 
with state election officials in developing online voter registration systems. 

Section 3 — 

Registrants should not be required to provide email addresses, election officials should not be 
required to use email to contact registrants, and election officials should not be required to 
maintain databases of email addresses. 

Regarding Subsection (b)(2), I do not support this provision because it further dilutes election 
officials’ ability to keep voter registration lists clean. 

Section 5 — 

This legislation should be amended to keep current verification procedures in place, if not to 
increase them. Voters must be required to meet certain qualifications to vote, and they should be 
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required to demonstrate that they meet those qualifications. HAVA took us a step forward in that 
regard, and we should not retreat from it It is not adequate, and it does not provide enough 
security, for a person to be allowed to simply submit information indicating compliance with the 
constitutional qualifications to vote without any proof or verification. 

Section 6 — 

Generally speaking, I do not support adding new federal requirements, but if they are added, they 
should be funded separately from and in addition to HAVA funding. 


4 
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Arizona Association of County Recorders 


October 16, 2009 

Honorable Zoe Lofgren 

United States House of Representatives 

Chair, Elections Subcommittee, Committee on House Administration 


Dear Chairwoman Lofgren, 

The Arizona Association of County Recorders has been keenly watching HR 1719 since it was Introduced 
this spring. While we enthusiastically support the offering of online voter registration so that voters 
across the United States can benefit, as hundreds of thousands of Arizona voters do, from its convenient 
accessibility and economic administration, we feel that we must voice our grave concerns regarding the 
elimination of the list maintenance procedures currently required under the National Voter Registration 
Act (HR 1719 Section 3 (b)(2)). 

We would oppose efforts to remove the list maintenance capabilities for a variety of reasons: 

• Moving voters to an inactive status upon the return reception of two mail pieces for the two 
federal election cycles allows for sufficient time for voters to update their registrations either 
by providing their new Information to us directly, or by voting in any election during that 
timeframe. Indeed, we see many voters updating their information in this fashion. Across the 
state this means tens of thousands of voters-thousands of which may be on the inactive list and 
consequentially have their records restored; even during our smaller jurisdictional elections we 
still have hundreds of voters move back to the active status based on their voting behavior. 

• Although this safety net is there for voters who do not update their information any other 
way, the preponderance of voters on the inactive list are there because they no longer reside 
in our jurisdiction. The voters who have been removed based on the NVRA process is the 
equivalent to the combined totals of those voters who have requested removal or who have 
died and we received notification. In one county alone that would be half a million voters still 
on the voter file had they not been removed via the NVRA process. 

• We must retain this critical list maintenance function so that we are able to preserve the 
integrity of the voter registration lists. Removing this function would unnecessarily bloat the 
voter file with such a retrogressive mandate. As long as the voter is responsible for keeping 
their registration current, election administrators must have the ability to react when they fail to 
do so. 

List maintenance becomes more critical as Election Day draws near. HR 1719 would require 
registrations to be accepted IS days prior if submitted online which directly impacts our preparation of 
Signature Rosters and Registers which list eligible voters. We encourage modifying page 4 lines 5-8 to 
simply read "if the valid voter registration form is submitted online not later than the period provided by 
State law". This provides consistency in application for all voters-- regardless of the method they chose 
to submit their registration. 

We applaud efforts to modernize the voter registration process, but want to caution proposals which so 
dramatically impede our ability to serve our voting public effectively. 

Respectfully, 

The Arizona Association of County Recorders 
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D1I,B8ET Hosemann 
Secreturj of State 

September 28, 2009 


The Honorable Gregg Harper 
United States Congresstnaii 
307 CannoB HOB 
Wastesgtoa, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Gregg: 

We have reviewed the most ourreat version of H.R. 1719 current pending in the United 
States Congress, and we find it very disturbing. Please note below the comments that we have 
regarding this bill, 

In Section 2 of tlie bill, Section 7A(aX3) requires online completion and submission of 
voter re^stration fenns asid Section 7A(a)(4) requires online acceptance of completed voter 
registration application forms. Please note that Mississippi currently requires the signature of an 
applicant to become a qualified elector. Thus, it would be impossible for Mississippi to allow 
“completion” and “acceptmee” of forms through an online mechanism. This new federal 
requirement creates unnecessary tension between the federal and state laws that would Bltinmtely 
require litigstion or further legislative action to solve. Further, I am not in support of removing 
the gignstee requirement because this is one method whereby Mississippi is able to reduce the 
nuaibei of fraudulent voter registration applications. 

Section 2 allows online completion and acceptance of voter registration forms, but it does 
not specify how this form of registration should be treated for identification purposes. As you 
know, the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (HAVA) requires a voter to present certain fornis of 
identification when voting for the first time, after having registered to vote throu^ the United 
States mail, if their identifying numbers do not match the numbers in the appropriate database. 

42 use 15483(b). This requirement appears to be a ftaud prevention method. If a voter does 
not appear in person to register, does not supply a fonn of identification with the registration, and 
his iiumbere cannot be matched, there is a distinct possibility that fraud is being committed. 
Congress, in its wisdom, required such individuals to present certain forms of identification 
when voting for the firet time. Registering to vote electronically holds most of the inherent 
potential for fraud that registered to vote by mail does. If a person registers to vote 
electronically, without providing identification, and his identifying numbei's do not match 
numbers in the appropriate databases, that person should be required to show identification in 
order so vote for the first time, regardless of the transmission method for the voter registration 
application. This is of particuiar importance in Missi^ippi, where we do not have a state law 
requiring the production of identification as a condition of voting. 


4- O T M 5 .s 1 j s s i p p i Street 
Post Oi'fjcfi Bok 136 
J a c k s o It . Mississippi 39205 


utfpho~e ( 607 ) 359'-^35C 
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September 28, 2009 
Page 2 


In Section 3 of the bill, there are several references to individuals who are registered to 
vote, but to whom no identifying number is assigned in the statewide voter registry. Please 
remember that HAVA requires that every voter in the statewide voter registry be assigned a 
unique identifier as a conation of being placed into the system. 42 USC 1 5483 (a)(1)(A). 

Thus, there should never be an instance of a legally registered voter's being in the system 
without a unique identifier. Therefore, any of these references in Section 3 would refer to an 
impossible condition. 

In Section 3(a)(1), Section (6) is to be amended to allow updating voter registration 
information online. Again, this presents a large problem of how to police these activities. 
Although (6)(C) would require us to establish an appropriate level of security, it is unclear how 
that level of security would be achieved. How can Mississippi be sure that an online operator 
really is the person they purport to be? Mississippi could assign PIN numbers to each voter for 
the express puipose of online activity. This method would be very time-consuming, draining 
resources with inquiries from the public about their PIN numbers, probably immediately before 
an election, when election officials are most engaged in the preparation for the election. 
Mississippi could attempt to gather IP addresses from voters. Aside fitjm the obvious inherent 
constitutional issues with that endeavor, IP addresses are not attached to the individual voter. 
Several voters may share the same IP address. In short, 1 can think of no practical and cost- 
effective method to ensure that someone does not log on to a computer as NAME OF 
RECIPIENT OF THIS LETTER, and change your address to anofiier location in Mississippi, 
without your knowledge. 

Again in Section 3, please be aware that there is no provision in this bill that would 
exempt electronic mail addresses fixim disclosure under appropriate public records requests. 
Further, Mississippi’s public records laws do not exempt such disclosure. It appears that this 
provision was inserted to be utilized by campaigns to allow direct contact with the voter through 
a public records request for those electronic mail addresses. This invades the privacy of voters 
under the guise of improving elections, and I would urge you to impose an exemption from 
disclosure, if this measure remains in the bill. 

Throughout Section 3, references to online access by registrants to the statewide voter 
registry imply direct access from the citizens. I am against any direct access to the working 
database of Mississippi’s statewide voter registry by anyone other than election officials. It goes 
without saying that recent activities of suspect voter registration organizations demonstrate the 
wisdom of this principle. I do not want disinterested, third parties to have the ability to stuff our 
voter rolls full of improper or fiaudulent voter registrations. Applicants should not have direct 
access to the voter registry; fheir applications should be process^ by registrars and reviewed to 
determine that the application is sufficient under state law to allow the applicant to become 
registered. 

Section 3 references the use of electronic mail addresses for the puipose of list 
maintenance under the National Voter Registration Act of 1 993 (NVRA). There are several 
problems with this concept. First, electronic mail addresses are not tied to a specific residential 
address at a fixed place in Mississippi or any other state. Second, the use of an electronic mail 
address for voter list maintenance purposes would exploit a the poor in Mississippi by not 
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allowing them to use Oie quickest, most efficirait means to update voter roll information that 
would be available to those with computea^ in their homes and electronic mail addresses for 
communication with election officials. 

More importantly. Section 3 of this bill effectively ends the practice of removing 
someone ftom the voter rolls based on a diange in residence. Currently, there are only two ways 
for a persTHi to be removed ftom the rolls after moving out of the jurisdiction. First, those voters 
can confirm in writing that they have moved to a new jurisdiction. 42 USC 1973gg-6(dXl)(A). 
Second, election officials can remove voters if they have failed to respond to a confirmation, or 
votra- notification, card, and two federal general elections have passed and the votws have failed 
tovote. 42 USC 1973gg-6(d)(lXB). Section 3 of this bill limits the mailing of confinnation 
cards to only those who have no unique identifying number in the voter registry — exactly zero 
people in Mississippi, and every other state that follows the law regarding cen^ized voter 
registries. Therefore, the only option for Section officials is to receive confirmation in writing 
ftom the voter. Based on anecdotal evidence, this practice results in an abysmally low number of 
removals in Mississi]^. The vast majority of removals for moving out of the jurisdiction results 
ftom the confirmation card process. 

I understand that this bill purports to allow online “confirmation in writing” through the 
online system created in Section 2. When people move, they always have their electricity 
service moved with them. They often move other utilities as well. However, only the most 
civic-minded remember to update their voter registration information. Those that do remember 
wilt go to the new location and register to vote, where the new registrar will capture information 
about the prior jurisdiction and alert that jurisdiction to remove the individual from the voter 
tolls. Therefore, the universe of people who would be helped by this electronic “confirmation in 
writing” is miniscule. 

At last count, there were twenty-nine counties in Mississippi with greater numbers of 
registered voters than voting age population according to the United States Census estimates. 

We are connected to the Department of Health to obtain death records and to the Administrative 
Office of Courts to obtain criminal convictions. These two processes work moderately well, 
depending on the diligence of the local election officials, in removing the dead or the 
disenfianchised felons. We are also coiinected to the National Change of Address (NCQA) 
program through the United States Postal Service, where we can obtain change of address 
information, match it to a voter, and determine who has moved out of the county of residence. 
This is a relatively new process for us, and we still have some wrinkles to iron out. However, 
Section 3 of H.R. 1719 would not allow us to continue using NCOA. Section 3 would require us 
to leave on the voter rolls every person who moves out of the county or state who does not 
contact us in writing. I am absolutely opposed to leaving those voters on the voter rolls. The 
only people who should vote in Mississippi are people who live in Mississippi. 

In the event that this bill continues to require the gathering of electronic mail addresses, 
there is another provision in Section 4 that needs to be addressed. This section requires that 
electronic mail be sent to registered voters no later than seven (7) days prior to an election, 
containing information about where to vote, how long the polls are open, and what identification 
is necessary in order to cast a ballot. Regrettably, Mississippi has no voter identificatiori. 
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However, we already send a voter registration card by United States mail to every registered 
voter. That card contains polling place information specific to that voter. Furthar, Mississippi is 
required to maintain a polling place locator on our website, and that information is available to 
anyone who wants to visit the website. Although the voter registration card does not indicate the 
hours that the polls are open, it is universally known that voting occurs fi'om 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. in 
Mississippi. Sending one million, nine hundred thousand electronic mails is a technological 
obstacle that will be very difficult for Mississippi to hurdle. It is sometimes difficult to get 
electronic mail across the hall in my office. Sending almost two million individual e-mails 
would require a great deal more manpower than available. Sending almost two million e-mails 
in bundles would require a great deal of coordination of technological resources. Further, only 
those who are affluent enou^ to own a computer and maintain an electronic mail address would 
benefit fiem this system. Because there are already two methods for individuals to determine 
where they vote, because it is universally known when the polls are opai, and because there is no 
voter identification requirement in Mississippi, and because of the disparate impact of this 
provision, I am not in support of electronic mail to inform voters of this infoimation. 

Section 6 of H.R. 1719 allows states to spend requirements payments out of HAVA to cover the 
costs of implementing the foregoing provisions of the bill. Please remember that HAVA has 
never been fully funded and Mississippi is almost completely drained of its allotment. We have 
contracts for technological support for the statewide voter registry and for the voting system that 
both expire on December 3 1 , 20 1 0. It is anticipated that we can provide these services with 
federal funding through the election cycle of 2012. After that election cycle, we will be 
dependent upon the provision of further federal funding or we will be required to ask the State to 
fimd these fiMeral requirements. H.R. 1719 would place further financial burdens on our State, 
and would probably require us to seek further federal funds or state funds to be able to support 
the general election of 2012, or face the very real possibility of holding elections that are not in 
compliance with federal law. 

Improving access to voter registration and providing greater efficiency in list 
maintenance are two laudable goals that I support. However, I urge you not to support H.R. 

1719 in its current form because it creates more problems than it solves and it is financially 
unsupportable at this time. 

Best regards. 


Sincerely, 


Djjiil, 




Delbert Hosemann 
Secretary of State 


CDH,JR/me 
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National Association of Election Officials 

The Election Center 12543 Westella, Ste 100 o Houston, TX o 77079 281-239-0101 
October 19, 2009 

Reaction to HR1719 - Internet Voter Registration 

As the National Association of Election Officials, we specialize in voter registration and election 
administration issues. Our members are the election professionals within local governments at 
both the city and county level as well as states. We are a non-partisan, nonprofit organization 

Our role is to improve the administration of elections for all voters Aroughout Ae nation and to 
assure that Ae elections process is fair to ail voters regardless of political point of view and 
regardless of political party. 

It is within this context Aat we offer the House Administration Committee, including boA the 
Democratic and Republican sides, our recommendations and observations concerning HR 1719 
concerning Internet voter registration. 

We welcome the opportunity to continue to modernize elections. In fact, it has been state and 
local governments Aat, without federal legislation, have created most of Ae innovative and 
unique solutions that have become commonplace in elections. That is true too of use of the 
internet for voter information, for serving overseas voters, for locating polling places and for 
Internet voter registration. 

Backeround: 

Following on Ae lead of Arizona as the first state to offer on-line registration, Washington stote 
and oAer states (now totaling six states) currently offer Internet registration and the concept is 
rapidly expanding to oAers already in the process of developing Aeir own programs. 

As an elections community we welcome changes Aat better serve voters and which can be 
administered fairly wiAout partisan impact Aat favors one party over another. Internet voter 
registration can be a useful process to continue to improve open access to the democratic process 
in America. 

However, online registration must be recognized as only an additional option available to voters. 
While it will appeal to many voters, we still live in a age when Ae “digital divide” is still a 
reality: some segments of society have far more access to computers Aan others and one of our 
concerns is that government not place primary emphasis on one meAod of registration to Ae 
detriment of all oAer meAods. We are still developing Ae capability of Internet voter 
registration and what does - and does not - work well for voters. Our learning curve on just 
how it impacts Ae availability of access to voting is still developing. We are likely to continue to 
discover how to improve access to all segments of society raAer Aan those initially who have 
the education, Ae means, or Ae technology Aat allows greater participation. 
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National Association of Election Officials 
The Election Center 

Recommendations for the bill as presented: 

Our first set of recommendations is to say we completely agree with the comments of 
Washington Secretary of State Sam Reed in his letter to the Committee on September 1 0, 2009: 


In support of 1719. 1 do have a few recommendations to make if even better legislation 

• Driver's License or State ID Card. Ti^ online voter registration system must be tied to the state driver's 
licensing agency (DMV or OOL) Without this, there is no s^nature for the voter registration file It goes 
withoui saying th^ a sound voter registration system requires a signature from each voter The onkne 
registration systems in Washington and Arizona both link to their state licensing agencies Because 
these applicants have previously come into a driver's licensing office in person, online applications are 
less subject to fraud than paper applications I recommerto inserting the DMVyDOL requirement in place 
of the refererKte to 'technological security measures' because fraud is not prevented vnth a piece of 
techr^ology. but by requinrig each user to prove his or her identity 

• Timing of Registration. The bill forces every slate to adopt a voter registration deadline of 15 days or 
earlier This is too dose to £iedion Day and jeopardizes the iniegnry of the electron. For mitfions of 
Americans who vote absentee, this is loo late. Most states have a 25-30 day deadime Fifteen days is 
insufficient time to tdentify the thousands of duplicate registrations that result each time a person who is 
already registered submits a new registration appkcation 

« Prohibiting Cancellation of Invalid Registrations. For over 15 years NVRA has stated that once a 
voter moves and fails to update his or her information through two federal Oenerai Elections (a 
Pfe»dentiat election cycle), the invalid registration may be cancelled This bill prohibits stales from 
cancelling registrations that are clearly invalid, even though the person may have moved 15 years ago or 
died S years ago There is no doubt that this provision will result in inaccurate voter rolls. The provision 
refers to registrants 'on the official list of eligible voters to whom a unique ideniifier has not been 
assigned under the computerized Statewide voter regi^ation list ' This sentence makes no sense since 
the “official list of eligible voters' may only include voters 'to whom a umqoe identifier has been assigned ’ 


While we cannot at this time say whether we support or oppose the legislation, we especially 
agree with the concerns sited by Secretary Reed on each of the bulleted points. 

In addition to Secretary Reed’s comments above regarding cancellation of invalid registrations, 
voter registration numbers largely determine resource allocations. If voters are not removed 
when they are no longer resident within a jurisdiction, resources (and costs) for such items as 
mailings, poll workers, voting equipment and ballots become greatly increased. 

Many states require minimum resources, e.g., voting machines or ballots, be available based on 
“eligible” voters. This includes both “active” and “inactive” voters. With the effective repeal, 
contained in HR 1719, of the NVRA list maintenance provisions, the “inactive” voters will 
grow to exceed the “active” voters. As election professionals we clearly know that voting is not 
only about conducting fair and impartial elections, it is also about the “perception of fairness” in 
elections. If voters perceive that our processes result in more voters on the rolls than the voting 
age population, then there is little faith that the process protects from the abuse of those who may 
be inclined to manipulate the election for personal or partisan gain. Please do not ask us to 
administer a process that is inaccurate by design. 

Safeguards Necessary: We cannot overstate the importance of continuing the processes passed 
by bi-partisan efforts of both the NVRA and HAVA. List maintenance is a necessary process 
that is important to the future of American democracy because it assures Americans that we pay 
attention to the details of voter rolls and continued eligibility of voters. We recommend this bill 
reaffirm the long history of appropriate list maintenance as provided under NVRA. 


Recommendations on HR171 9-Intemet Voter Registration 


Page 2 of 6 
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When HAVA was passed, it was passed with overwhelming bi-partisan support for its provisions 
of what is necessary for states and local governments to assure voters of their eligibility. This 
bill needs to reaffirm that Internet registration must be in accordance with the provisions 
established in HAVA to provide either a drivers license (DL) number OR the last four digits of a 
Social Security number (and in rare instances, establish another unique identifier if neither DL or 
state ID card is available). The reason states that have enacted online registration mandate a 
driver license number is that it is essential to the administration of elections that election officials 
have a signature on file for each voter. Without a signature, voters will be unable to vote by mail 
or vote early in many states. Signature comparison is still used to verify authenticity of an 
application for an absentee ballot and the returned absentee ballot. 

These provisions are both important and necessary to maintaining a sound voter registration 
process that protects the integrity of elections in this country. Beyond those concerns, it is 
expensive to maintain out of date lists, to mail to voters who are not there (because they have 
moved one or more times between elections), to create and mail sample ballots to ineligible 
voters or voters no longer living at the given address. 

Cost IS Important: Make no mistake about it, cost is important in this economic climate where 
employees at state and local levels are being place on unpaid furlough or are being laid off 
because local governments don’t have enough tax revenues to even pay salaries, let alone 
administrative costs of new legislative mandates. Congress and state legislatures cannot ignore 
ongoing costs related to legislative change. The lack of appropriate controls within the 
legislation means that local governments will be faced with growing voter rolls. As we 
mentioned above, the allocation of resources, voting equipment, poll workers, sample ballots, 
tmd a host of other preparations is dependent on aecuraey of voting rolls. 

Supplanting email for postal mail carries adverse cost and policy implications. Currently, 
according to the US Postal Service, 25 to 30 percent of postal recipients are changing addresses 
in any given year. Email addresses are not more stable than physical addresses, they are 
changing more rapidly. Additionally, the only email address for many people is their work 
email. If election officials bombard the email addresses of all the voters with voter registration 
information and/or “official” elections notices, they will, by necessity of the volume of returned 
emails, have to hire full time staff to correct email addresses on a continuous basis. With postal 
addresses, the US Postal Service greatly assists in updating of addresses but with email the entire 
burden of address updating is left with election officials. And this presumes that there is even a 
capability of finding or correcting email addresses beyond what the voter may willingly provide; 
sinee there is no known single source of such data, it becomes difficult to even comply. 

Additionally, when postal mail addressed to a voter is returned as undeliverable-election officials 
have instant notice that follow-up is necessary to determine if the voter still resides at that 
location. A change in email address does not evidence a change in residence by a voter. With 
email addresses, we may or may not know if the email was “delivered”. If it is eliminated 
through an Independent Service Provider as Spam, we may not know it was not delivered; if it is 
eliminated by the recipients’ spam filters, we won’t know if it was received. The sending servers 
utilized by local governments to relay email messages sent to thousands, or hundreds of 
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National Association of Election Officials 
The Election Center 

thousands (or millions) of voters will also treat mass email as spam and may not alert election 
officials that all or most of it was blocked. 

Our recommendations: 

• Do not require the collection of email addresses; leave it to the option of voters to provide 
if they ehoose. State and local government can choose to do so without Federal 
legislation. 

• Further, do not permit delivery of official confirmation notices by email. 

• Finally, only permit email delivery of “Noter information” as an option for the voter with 
appropriate notifications to the voter that it may mean missing important election 
information. We believe firmly that Postal mail, websites with voter information, news 
media notifieations and mote traditional methods of voter notification are still valid. We 
welcome the opportunity to engage newer technologies such as email and Internet but 
they are not yet as good as they will need to be in order to assure good service to voters. 
By providing it as an option to the voter for “voter information” only, we can continue to 
work through the issues related to electronic notifications. 

• Email confirmation of residence is virtually impossible: an important safeguard vital to 
the integrity of elections would be lost. 

• Specify that address “verification” and “confirmation” notices continue to be sent by 
regular mail. Verification by mail of voter residence cannot be conducted by email. 

Our reasons: 

? This raises numerous difficulties: 

o The same information may not be provided to voters without recorded email 
addresses creating an “equal protection” problem. There remain significant socio- 
economic disparities in access to email. 

o Some states send such election information by mail immediately prior to each 
election. Others simply provide this type of information as part of each voter’s 
“voter information” or “voter verification” mailing when they register or make a 
change to their registration. Would states which have elected to mail such 
information only when it changes now be required to send repeated mailings for 
each election? 

o Based on our experience with similar systems, many voters would not receive 
these notices due to spam filter blockages of which they may or may not be 
aware. 

o Available data indicates that less than 1% of voters voting at their polls on 
election day in 2008 went to the ivrong polling place. Vote by mail, early voting, 
provisional voting and voting centers have also greatly reduced the reliance on 
“correct polling place.” 

o Most states now provide electronic access to this information via their websites. 

A number of states are experimenting with such electronic transmission with 
mixed results. 

o Informing voters of the availability of their registration and election information 
via a link to a state or local website is recommended as a better alternative than 
providing voter specific content in an email. This provides greater security and 
privacy protections and would better facilitate electronic update, by voters, of 
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outdated information. State and local election officials have invested substantial 
time and resource into the development and marketing of these voter information 
websites. Tens of millions of hits to these websites were recorded in 2008 
indicating that voters are aware of their existence and are using them. 

Cutoff dates: We are greatly concerned about the limitation of 15 days for voter registration 
cutoff. Regardless of how well-intentioned this policy may be, it hinders ability to administer 
the election. Despite the belief of some that 15 days is adequate, it is a disservice to elections. It 
places an undue burden on resources to process voter registrations within that time frame. Not 
only do all the registrations have to be processed during that time but there has to be enough time 
to allow the election officials time to mail confirmation notices to the address list on the voter 
registration application to assure that the voter’s address is correct and that there is an actual 
eligible voter at that location. Mailing a voter registration card to the voter is one important step 
in die checks and balances built into the elections process to assure that we have the correct 
information and that we establish voter eligibility. We need time to process the applications, 
then to send the confirmation notice to the address listed by the voter, and the transit time for any 
returned information. As it was necessary in UOCAVA legislation to provide transit time for 
ballots and ballot applications, it is also necessary to allow transit time to process voter 
registrations. In major urban areas, the processing of voters to get them on the rolls can take the 
15 days leaving little or no time to allow transit time to assure eligibility prior to an election. 
Additionally, the extremely short time allowed in HR1719: 

• Negatively affects the printing and delivery of accurate poll books, which is paramount to 
the security of an election; this endangers that process as voters who have not had time to 
get registration confirmation documents processed may not be in the poll book, thus 
creating a mountain of provisional ballots. For the voter, the difference is enormous 
because a qualified ballot is issued if we have the appropriate amount of time versus a 
provisional ballot which may or may not be counted. 

• Negatively affects the states conducting elections by mail as most mail ballots 18-22 days 
prior to the election. It seriously decreases the amount of time available for transit of a 
ballot after the registration confirmation is completed. 


Our recommendation: We recommend the legislation leave the cutoff date for registrations to 
the individual states themselves where they can best determine the amount of time necessary to 
meet administrative needs and for determination of eligibility. 

We further recommend for First tithe voters: W e recommend that the bill specify that voters 
who are registering by email for the first time within a Jurisdiction must meet the individual 
state’s requirements for postal mail registration as compliance with HAVA in the state’s 
processes. 

Privacy For Email Addresses: We recommend that “electronic mail addresses” referred to in 
Sec. 4, be excluded from public records - and that they be exempted from FOIA (Freedom of 
Information Act) requests. Email addresses and their use should be under the control of, and at 
the option of, the voter; failure to do so may lead to further deterioration of voter participation. 
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Discussion: As in the case of email addresses for UOCAVA voters, such addresses should be 
protected from public disclosure for both security purposes and to encourage the use, by 
the public, of electronic transmission of election information. People are extremely 
sensitive to abuse of their email addresses, even more so than their telephone numbers, 
and will readily apply spam filters to unauthorized sources of email as well as voice their 
complaints, loud and long, to both election officials and elected officials. 

Clariflcations Sought: 

? Sec. 3 (6)(A) requires election officials to allow online updates through the official 
public website of the election official..."as well as at any location at which under State 
law the voter may update the information in person. ” 

Does this anticipate computer stations in all public registration locations to permit walk- 
ins to update their registration records online? If so, substantial resources would be 
required to meet such a requirement. We would recommend ending the sentence 
following “at any time.” This will require public computer terminals in all social service 
office, all DMV offices, all designated voter registration offices, all election official 
office etc. 

? Sec. 5 states that “the State shall consider an applicant to have provided a ‘valid voter 
registration form ’ if the applicant has provided the appropriate State or local election 
official with all of the information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible 
to vote in elections for Federal office in the State or local jurisdiction involved . " 

o Is this intended to leave in place or supplant State established eligibility 
requirements? 

o What, in addition to the “information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant 
is eligible to vote in elections for Federal office" is envisioned here as being 
applied by states to deny registrations? 

o Further, by implication, this appears to suggest that a voter would not be required 
to use any type of official voter registration form or Web site in order to register 
to vote. This, in turn, would result in the proliferation of alternate online sites and 
forms that a voter could use to submit the information needed to register to vote. 
There would be nothing to prevent political parties, candidates, special interest 
groups and commercial concerns from establishing such forms and sites. Without 
conforming state legislation, a “two-tiered” registration system would result: one 
for federal elections and one for all other types of elections. 
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Mariccma County 

0£5ce of the Bwotder 


Helen Purcell 


111 South 3rci Avenue 
Phoenix, Atizonx 85003-2281 
Phone: (602)506-3535 
Fax: (602) 5IX.-3273 

September 17, 2009 

Honorable Zoe Lofgren 

United States House of Representatives 

Chair, Elections Subcommittee, Committee on House Administration 
Dear Congresswoman Lofgren, 

Maricopa County Elections Department has been the beneficiary of online registration for a 
number of years now and we would like to go on record in support of the proposed HR 1719. 
There have been valuable lessons learned in implementing and growing the online process and 
we feel that sharing some of those experiences will strengthen the bill and prevent unnecessary 
replication of unintended consequences. 

Without online registration last year's presidential election cycle could have been catastrophic 
for us. Had we received all registrations via paper forms we are certain that we would not have 
been able to accommodate the volume regardless of resources or staffing. The ability for voters 
to verify, modify and submit registrations online allowed for our voter registration staff to 
successfully process petition si^ature verifications, campaign finance donation slips, and the 
remaining quarter million forms which we did receive on paper. 

Empowering all jurisdictions with the ability to service voters in a timely and economically 
sound manner Is good stewardship. We respectfully submit our comments and supporting data 
on the importance of this modernization. 



Helen Purcell 

Maricopa County Recorder 


Karen Osborne 

Maricopa County Elections Director 


Recorder 
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HR 1719 the "Voter Registration Modernization Act of 2009" 

Comments by Maricopa Coynty, Arizona 

Online Voter Registration 

• Arizona is fortunate to have online voter registration to offer our voters. In 200S 69% 
(roughly 462,000) of all registrations, both new (196,000) registrations and 
modifications (266,000) of existing voters, came via the online registration service 
nullifying the need for staff data entry and saving over $385,000. In 2009 we have seen 
this increase to 89% of all registrations coming in via the online source. 



• By partnering with the Department of Motor vehicles we ensure that the initial contact 
with the voter is in person with proper documentation of identity provided. This 
partnership ensures the ability to capture updated signatures which serve a vital role in 
maintaining accurate signatures for use in verification for the ever increasing number of 
voters who vote by mail. 

• HR 1719 allows for states which do not currently have the luxury of online registration 
sufficient time to implement with the effective date of 2016. 

• However, the 15 day mandate on acceptance of online registration has grave 
ramifications. By allowing AIL voters to register by the same deadline and standards, as 
set by each state, a tiered effect is not created results in administrative complications. 
Separate deadlines muddy voter outreach and education, impact the printing of 
registers and rosters, reduce the reaction time of election officials to respond to the 
deluge of last minute registrations— 15 days out or 29, we will always have voters who 
will submit at 12:01 AM the next day. 
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• In regards to voter confirmation in online registration it is important that the voter 
receive some confirmation notification that they can print or retain for their records. 
Changing the language on Page 5, Line 17-19 {Section 3 (B) {ii}} to ensure that all voters 
receive such a confirmation notice which MAY include an email if requested by the voter 
would be preferable. 


NVRA Provisions 

• The ability to maintain accurate voter rolls is severely impeded by removing the practice 
of removal of inactive voters after failure to vote, 

Email Notification of Voter Information 

• Section 4 requiring the email notification to voters has some hurdles to overcome. The 
vast majority of servers will filter and dump emails going out to large numbers of 
recipients into Junk Mailboxes. Maricopa County has 1.8 million registered voters and 
even if we only had a fraction of the email addresses for those voters the numbers 
would still be onerous to send in batches and delay the information going out to some 
voters. 

• There is also the question of email address quality. We have attempted to utilize email 
for correspondence with just the 7000 boardworkers we employ but the majority are 
returned as undeliverable and we have put that effort on hold. 

• Additionally, perhaps the email address is correct but the voter has moved and not 
updated their registration address. They would then potentially receive incorrect 
information on where to vote. 
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• However, we have had great success with providing the very information outlined under 
"Provision of Other Information by Electronic Mai!" with online search tools for voters, 
in the month preceding the November 2008 election we had almost half a million voters 
utilize our polling place locator tool: 



• Almost 200,000 voters used the online Early Ballot Request Tool: 


« 


❖ f-orthe 2008 Genera! Election we had 
185,197 requests for early ballots come in via 
our online request mechanism during the 
request period in October alone; 
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By providing voters the tools to obtain the information they need on their own terms, at 
any time day or night, the voting public is well served and the complications with 
maintaining accurate email rolls is avoided. 
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Washington County Utah 
Elections Department 
197 E Tabernacle 
St George. UT 84770 
436.634.5712 Orice 

435.634.5763 Fax October 23, 2009 


The Honorable Zoe Lofgren 

United States House of Representatives 

Chair, Subcommittee on Elections, Committee on House Administration 

Dear Congresswoman Lofgren, 

i strongly support the online voter registration proposed In H.R.1719. Utah passed an online voter 
registration law in January 2009. We are working with our State Election officials to make this new 
addition to the Utah State Voter Registration arsenal, safe, secure and user friendly- 

in support of H.R. 1719, i do recommend that these few changes will make H.R. 1719 better iegislation. 

Driver’s License or State ID Card. The online voter registration must be tied into the state 
Drivers License Division. Our Utah State Law requires this provision. Without this, there is no 
signature for the voter registration form. Many of our Utah voting laws require signature 
verification from the County Clerk’s office to provide security. If we do not require a signature, I 
believe that many voters can and will take advantage of this large loophole and undermine the 
security of our Municipal. County. State and Federal Elections. Utah has also passed a law 
allowing prospective voters who feel that they cannot afford $8,00 for a Utah State ID card, if they 
qualify, to receive an ID card free. As many others have suggested, I also recommend inserting 
the DMV/DOL requirement in place of the reference to “technological security measures". We 
want to prevent fraud, by requiring each user to prove his or her identity. 

Timing of Registration. This bill forces every state to adopt a voter registration deadline of 15 
days or earlier. This is too close to Election Day, and Washington County would be forced into 
hiring and training temporary staff to help us meet the deadline. Our current Utah State Law gives 
us a 30 day cutoff to be able to process the applications properly. Voters must also be a citizen of 
the State of Utah 30 days before the Election Day to be able to register to vote. If the cutoff day Is 
1 5 days, then it would be almost Impossible to determine if a voter qualifies for residency. 

Prohibiting Cancellation of Invalid Registrations. Washington County stands strongly behind 
the NVRA requirements. We have used this in our past election cycles. Utah has a strong 
Provisional Ballot process in place, and counts 75-90% of our Provisional Ballots. We must be 
able to remove INVAILD registrations. We must be able to stand behind the integrity of our voter 
rolls. 

I believe that using technology to help assist in voter registration can be accessible, convenient, and 
secure, t also believe that each State has different needs. In Utah we are very fortunate to have a 
Statewide Voter information System that all 29 counties use. We also have strong leadership in our 
Lieutenant Governor and his capable staff. Please look into these suggestions. We must be able to stand 
behind the integrity of our voter rolls. Please call on me if I can provide more information, (435) 652-5891 , 

Sincerely, 


Melanie Abplanalp 
Washington County, UT 
Election Clerk 


cc: Utah Slate Lieutenant Governor, Greg Bell 

Washington County, UT Cierk/Auditor, Kim M Hafen 


Schalestock, Peter 


From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachment; 


Alcorn, James (SBE) [James.alcom@sbe.vifginia.gov] 

Sunday, October 18. 2009 5:18 PM 

Hicks, Thomas; Schalestock, Peter 

H.R.1719 the Voter Registration Modernization Act 

HR1719,doc 


Tom and Peter, 

I understand that you are both soliciting feedback on HR1719. Attached are some of my comments. Please 
note, that these comments are my own and do not reflect the position of the Virginia State Board of Elections 
or the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

In sum, I think this is a great idea and my comments are relatively minor. You may be interested to know that 
we are building an online system to accept changes in voter registration and absentee ballot applications. 

Please let me know if I can provide any further assistance, 

James Alcorn, Esq. 

Deputy Secretary 
Virginia State Board of Elections 
(804) 864-8944 
iames.alcorn@sbe.vireinia.gov 

NOTICE: This message, including any attachments, may summarize laws, regulations and policies. It is not 
legal advice, nor a binding statement of official policy. Furthermore, this message and any responses sent to 
this email address may be subject to public disclosure under FOIA. 
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H.R.1719, Voter Registration Modernisation Act 


House Administration Committee Changes Date and Ttme for Hemine on H.II.1719 the Voter 

Registfation Modernisation Act 

We learned yesterday that House Administration has changed the date and time of the hearing 
on H.R.1719 the Voter Registration Modernization Act. The hearing wiii now take place on 
Wednesday, October 21, 2{K)9 at 1:00pm, The committee staff is very interested in hearing 
comrrients on this bill. Please send any comments to thoai3S.hicks@mai!.house-gov or 
peter.sc . ha!estGck@rndii. house. gov The witnesses scheduled for the hearing are: 


Katie Blinn. Assistant Director of Elections, Washington State Secretary of State's Office 
Doug Chapin, Director, Election Initiatives, Pew Center on the States 
Eiaine Mantove, State Election Commissioner, Delaware 

Tod^Roktta,_S_ecretary_of Sta^ ii^iana 


liSiiflM 




iliwiiiliiii® 
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H. R. 1719 

To amend the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 and the Help 
America Vote Act of 2002 to promote the use of the Internet by State 
and local election officials in carrying out voter registration activities, 

and for other purposes. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
March 25, 2009 

Ms, ZOE LOFGREN of California introduced the following bt!!; which was 
referred to the Committee on House Administration 


To amend the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 and the Help 
America Vote Act of 2002 to promote the use of the Internet by State 
and local election officials In carrying out voter registration activities, 
and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled. 


SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the 'Voter Registration Modernization 
Act of 2009'. 


SEC. 2. REQUIRING AVAILABILITY OF INTERNET FOR 
VOTER REGISTRATION. 

(a) Requiring Avaliabiiity of Internet for Registration- The 
National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg et 
seq.) is amended by inserting after section 7 the following new 
section: 


'SEC. 7A. INTERNET REGISTRATION. 

' (a) Requiring Availability of Internet for Online Registration- 
Each State shall ensure that the foMowing services are available 
to the public on the official public website of the appropriate 
election officials in the State: 

Qniine access to, and distr!feotl<m tn:«iec£rQn!C form 
of, mafi vdter registration applfe^ioh 
with paragraph (6)d 
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(21 Online assistance to applicants in completing voter 
reqistration aoolication forms. 

(i) Online v-ompietion and submls^on by applicant of 
onime veisions or voter regr^ration appficatitm forms. 

(4) Online acceptance of completed 
application forms, 

■ (b) Provision or Services tn Nonpartisan Manner- The services 
made avauaDie under subsection (a) shall be provided in a 
manner that ensures that-- 

■ (1) no person shall seek to inHuence an applicant's 
political preference or party registration; 

' (2) there is no display on the website of any political 
preference or party allegiance; and 
' (3) there is no stiitement or any other feature on the 
website the purpose or effect of which is to discourage the 
applicant from registering to vote. 

' (c) Protection of Security of Information- In meeting ttie 
requirements Of this section^ the State shailve^abiish 
appropriate technological security measures to prevent 
unauthorized access to information provided by individuals using 
the sen/lces made available under subsection (a);j 
' (d) Effective Date- The requirements of this section shall appiy 
with respect to elections for Federal office occurring in and 
each succeeding year.'. 

(b) Conforming Amendments- 

(1) TIMING OF REGISTRATION- Section 8(a)(1) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-6(a)(l)) is amended- 

(A) by striking ' and' at the end of subparagraph (C); 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (E); and 

(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the following 
new subparagraph; 

' (D) in the case of online registration through the 
official public website of an ejection official under 
section 7A, if the valid voter registration form is 
submitted online not later than the lesser of ilS days, 
Of the period pmvided by Statell*!, before the date 
of the election; and’. 

(2) INFORMING APPLICANTS OF EUGIBILTTY 

- REQUIREMENTS AND PENALTIES- Section 8(a)(5) of such 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-6(a)(5)) is amended by stnkmg 
'and T and inserting '7, and 7A'. 



lU < -fi be 8 proo ?ia 'n.- some 
tf<mI«r«»}OPtiS'C!oscwi.28 ^soon to' 4' 
».*eaer^:aleo«oii, ■■niis'dllows. 
paper-poMtHKkkKtliijit are <iv»r;bi))ed .f 
R-cVinM''SWite»;.ihe'po}lb«»to'ftre. ■■ s. 
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SEC. 3. USE OF INTERNET TO UPDATE REGISTRATION 
INFORMATION. 

(a) Updates to Information Contained on Computerized 
Statewide Voter Registration List- 

(1) IN GENERAL- Section 303(a) of the Help America Vote 
Act of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 154S3(a» Is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

' (6) USE OF INTERNET BY REGISTERED VOTERS TO 
UPDATE INFORMATION- 

■ (A) IN GENERAL- The appropriate State or local 
election official shall ensure that any legally 
registered voter to whom a unique identifier has 
been assigned under the computerized list may 
update the voter’s registration information, including 
the voter’s address and electronic mall address, 
online through the official public website of the 
eiection official responsible for the maintenance of 
the list, iat any time as well as at any location at 
which under State law the voter may update the 
information in person. 

' (B) PROCESSING OF UPDATED INFORMATION BY 
ELECTION OFFICIALS- If a registered voter updates 
registration information under subparagraph (A), the 
appropriate State or local election offidal shai!-- 
' (i) revise any infomiatlon on the 
computerized list to reflect the update made by 
the voter; and 

' (ii) if requested by the voter, confirm the 
receipt of the update by electronic mail sent to 
the voter. 

’ (C) PREVENTION OF UNAUTHORIZED REVISIONS 
AND FRAUD- In meeting the requirements of this 
paragraph, the appropriate State or local election 
official shall establish appropriate technological 
security measures to prevent unauthorized persons 
from updating a registered voter's registration 
Information and to prevent the entry of fraudulent 
data. 

' (D) EFFECTIVE DATE- This paragraph shall take 
effect on i3,ahuary^'lv'26i2.'. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO EFFECTIVE 
DATE- Section 303(d)(i)(A) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 
15483(d)(1)(A)) is amended by striking 'subparagraph 
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(6)' and insertma 'subparagraph (B) and subsection 

(aj(6y. 

(b) Effect on Voter Removal Program Under National Voter 
Registration Act of 1993- 

t i ) USE OF ONLINE UPOAtfeTG 
RESIDENCE- Section 8(d)(1)(A) of the National Voter 
Registration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. i973gg-6(d)(l)(Ap is 
amended by inserting after 'In writing' the following: 'or 
by updating information on the computerized Statewide 
voter registration list using the online method provided 
under section 303(a)(6) of the Help America Vote Act of 
2002 '. 

(2) PROHIBITING REMOVAL OF REGISTERED VOTERS 
INCLUDED ON COMPUTERIZED UST FOR FAILURE TO 
VOTE OR APPEAR TO VOTE- Section 8 of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1973gg-6) is amended- 

(A) in subsection (b)(2), by inserting after 'eligible 
voters' the following: ' (other than an individual to 
whom a unique identifier has been assigned under 
the computerized Statewide voter registration list 
under section 303(a) of the Help America Vote Act of 
2002)'; and 

(B) in subsection (d)(l)(B)(i), by striking 'has failed' 
and inserting the following: ' in the case of a 
registrant to whom a unique identifier has not been 
assigned under the computerized Statewide voter 
registration list under section 303(a) of the Help 
America Vote Act of 2002, has failed'. 

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT RELATING TO 
PROCEDURES TO ENSURE ABILITY TO VOTE FOLLOWING 
FAILURE TO NOTIFY REGISTRAR OF CHANGE OF 
ADDRESS- Section 8(e) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1973gg- 
6(e)) is amended in the heading by striking ' Failure to 
Return Card' and inserting ’ Failure to Notify Registrar of 
Change of Address’. 

(4) EFFECTIVE DATE- The amendments made by this 
.subsection shall take effect on January 1, 2012. 

SEC. 4, PROVISION OF ELECTION INFORMATION BY 
ELECTRONIC MAIL TO INDIVIDUALS REGISTERED TO 

VOTER. 

(a) Including Option on Voter Registration Form To Provide E- 
Mail Address and Receive Information- 
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(1) IN GENERAL- Section 9(b) of the National Voter 
Registration Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 1973gg-7(b)) is 

amended— 

(A) by striking ' and’ at the end of paragraph (3); 

(B) by striking the period at the end of paragraph (4) 
and inserting ’ ; and'; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

'(5) shall. Include a: space 

electronic mai! address, together with a statement that, 
unless the appllcartt requests ptherwlse,;^$^l^icahtshaH 
(if eligible to register to vote) receive f^lstfattoh 
and voting Information frdm the appropriate or ideal 
election official through electronic malt sent to toat 
address.'. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE- The amendments made by 
paragraph (1) shall take effect January 1, 2012. 

(b) Requiring Provision of Information by Election Offldals- 
Sectlon 302(b) of the Help America Vote Act of 2002 (42 U.S.C. 
15482(b)) is amended by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

' (3) mOVlSION OF OTHER INFORMATIMbY 
ELECTRONIC MAIL- If an Individual who is a registered 
voter has provided the State or iocal election official with 
an electronic mai! address for the purpose of receiving 
voter registration and voting information (as described In 
section 9(b)(5) of the National Voter Registration Act of 
1993), the appropriate State or local election official shall 
provide the individual with the 

through electronic mall not later than 7 days before the 
date of the election involved: 

' (A) The name and address of the polling place at 
which the individual Is assigned to vote in the 
election, 

' (B) The hours of operation for the polling place. 

' (C) A description of any Identification or other 
information the individual may be required to bring 
to the polling place.'. 
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SEC. 5. CLARIFIC WON OF REQUIREMENT TO REGISTER 

APPLICANTS PROVIDING NECESSARY INFORMATION TO 
SHOW ELIGIBILITY TO VOTE, 

Section 8 of the Nationa! Voter Registration Act of 1993 (42 
U.S.C, 1973gg-6) is amended by adding at the end the following 

new subsection: 

' (k) Requirement for State To Register Applicants Providing 
Necessary Information To Show Eligibility To Vote- For purposes 
meeting the requirement of subsection (a)(1) that an eligible 
applicant is registered to vote in an election for Federal office 
within the deadlines required under such subsection, the State 
shail consider an applicant to have provided a 'valid voter 
registration form’ if the applicant has provided the appropriate 
State or local election official with all of the information 
necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote In 
elections for Federal office in the State or local jurisdiction 
Involved.'. 

SEC. 6. availability OF REQUIREMENTS PAYMENTS 
UNOER HAVA TO COVER COSTS OF COMPLIANCE WITH 

NEW NVRA REQUIREMENTS, 

(a) In Genera!- Section 251(b) of the Help America Vote Act of 
2002 (42 U.S.C. 1540i(b)) is amended- 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking 'paragraph (2)' and 
inserting 'paragraphs (2) and (3)'; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as paragraph (3); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (2) the following new 
paragraph: 

' (2) CERTAIN VOTER REGISTRATION ACTIVITIES- A State 
may use a requirements payment to carry out the 
requirements of the National Voter Registration Act of 
1993 which are imposed pursuant to the amendments 
made to such Act by the Voter Registration Modernization 
Act of 2009.’. 

(b) Conforming Amendment- Section 254(a)(i) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 15404(a)(1)) is amended by striking 'action 251(a)(2)' 
and inserting 'section 251(b)(3)‘. 

(c) Effective Date- The amendments made by this section shall 
apply with respect to fiscal year 2010 and each succeeding fiscal 
year. 



END 
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Schalestock, Peter 

From; BOOZE, PHYLLIS lpbooze@botetourt.org] 

Sent: Wbdne^y, OctdserZI, 2009 7:32^ 

To: Schatestodc, Peter 

Subject: HR 1719 


Please read and react strongly to the following information before enacting legislation diat could create 
devastating issues ^ross the nation. Please listen to die professionals in the elections community. It is our 
JOB to conduct elections. We are your best resource for proper infoimation. 

Reaction to HR1719 - Internet Voter Registration 


As the National Association of Election Officials, we specialize in voter registration and election 
administration issues. Our members are the election professionals within local governments at both the city 
and county level as well as states. We are a non-partisan, nonprofit organization 


Our role is to improve the administration of elections for all voters throughout the nation and to assure that 
the elections process is fair to all voters regardless of political point of view and regardless of political 
party. 


It is within this context that we offer the House Administration Committee, including both the Democratic 
and Republican sides, our recommendations and observations concerning HR 1719 concerning Internet 
voter registration. 


We welcome the opportunity to continue to modernize elections. In fact, it has been state and local 
governments that, without federal legislation, have created most of the innovative and unique solutions that 
have become commonplace in elections. That is true too of use of the Internet for voter information, for 
serving overseas voters, for locating polling places and for Internet voter registration. 


Background: 


Following on the lead of Arizona as the first state to offer on-line registration, Washington state and other 
states (now totaling six states) currently offer Internet registration and the concept is rapidly expanding to 
others already in the process of developing their own programs. 
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As an elections community we welcome changes that better serve voters and which can be administered 
fairly without partisan impact that favors one party over another. Internet voter registration can be a useful 
process to continue to improve open access to the democratic process in America . 


However, on-line registration must be recognized as only an additional option available to voters. While it 
will appeal to many voters, we still live in a age when the “digital divide” is still a reality: some segments of 
society have far more access to computers than others and one of our concerns is that government not place 
primary emphasis on one method of registration to the detriment of all other methods. We are still 
developing the capability of Internet voter registration and what does - and does not — work well for 
voters. Our learning curve on just how it impacts the availability of access to voting is still developing. We 
are likely to continue to discover how to improve access to all segments of society rather than those initially 
who have the education, the means, or the technology that allows greater participation. 


Recommendations for the bill as presented: 


Our first set of recommendations is to say we completely agree with the comments of Washington Secretary 
of State Sam Reed in his letter to the Committee on September 1 0, 2009: [For content of what was provided 
by Secretary Reed, see Letter on HR 1 7 1 9 website.l 


While we cannot at this time say whether we support or oppose the legislation, we especially agree with the 
concerns sited by Secretary Reed on each of the bulleted points. 


In addition to Secretary Reed’s comments above regarding cancellation of invalid registrations, voter 
registration numbers largely determine resource allocations. If voters are not removed when they are no 
longer resident within a Jurisdiction, resources (and costs) for such items as mailings, poll workers, voting 
equipment and ballots become greatly increased. 


Many states require minimum resources, e.g., voting machines or ballots, be available based on “eligible” 
voters. This includes both “active” and “inactive” voters. With the effective repeal, contained in HR 1719, 
of the NVRA list maintenance provisions, the “inactive” voters will grow to exceed the “active” voters. 
As election professionals we clearly know that voting is not only about conducting fair and impartial 
elections, it is also about the “perception of fairness” in elections. If voters perceive that our processes 
result in more voters on the rolls than the voting age population, then there is little faith that the process 
protects from the abuse of those who may be inclined to manipulate the election for personal or partisan 
gain. Please do not ask us to administer a process that is inaccurate by design. 
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Safeguards Necessary: We cannot overstate the importance of continuing the processes passed by bi- 
partisan efforts of both the NVRA and HAVA. List maintenance is a necessary process that is important to 
the future of American democracy because it assures Americans that we pay attention to the details of voter 
rolls and continued eligibility of voters. We recommend this bill reaffirm the long history of appropriate list 
maintenance as provided under NVRA. 


When HAVA was passed, it was passed with overwhelming bi-partisan support for its provisions of what is 
necessary for states and local governments to assure voters of their eligibility. This bill needs to reaffirm 
that Internet registration must be in accordance with the provisions established in HAVA to provide either a 
drivers license (DL) number OR the last four digits of a Social Security number (and in rare instances, 
establish another unique identifier if neither DL or stale ID card is not available). The reason states that 
have enacted on-line registration mandate a driver license number is that it is essential to the administration 
of elections that election officials have a signature on file for each voter. Without a signature, voters will be 
unable to vote by mail or vote early in many states. Signature comparison is still used to verify authenticity 
of an application for an absentee ballot and the returned absentee ballot. 


These provisions are both important and necessary to maintaining a sound voter registration process that 
protects the integrity of elections in this country. Beyond those concerns, it is expensive to maintain out of 
date lists, to mail to voters who are not there (because they have moved one or more times between 
elections), to create and mail sample ballots to ineligible voters or voters no longer living at the given 
address. 


Cost IS Important; Make no mistake about it, cost is important in this economic climate where employees 
at state and local levels are being place on unpaid furlough or are being laid off because local governments 
don’t have enough tax revenues to even pay salaries, let alone administrative costs of new legislative 
mandates. Congress and state legislatures cannot ignore ongoing costs related to legislative change. The 
lack of appropriate controls within the legislation means that local governments will be faced with growing 
voter rolls. As we mentioned above, the allocation of resources, voting equipment, poll workers, sample 
ballots, and a host of other preparations is dependent on accuracy of voting rolls. 


Supplanting email for postal mail carries adverse cost and policy implications. Currently, according to the 
US Postal Service, 25 to 30 percent of postal recipients are changing addresses in any given year. Email 
addresses are not more stable than physical addresses, they are changing more rapidly. Additionally, the 
only email address for many people is their work email. If election officials bombard the email addresses 
of all the voters with voter registration information and/or “official” elections notices, they will, by 
necessity of the volume of returned emails, have to hire full time staff to correct email addresses on a 
continuous basis. With postal addresses, the US Postal Service greatly assists in updating of addresses but 
with email the entire burden of address updating is left with election officials. And this presumes that there 
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is even a capability of finding or correcting email addresses beyond what the voter may willingly provide; 
since there is no known single source of such da^ it becomes difficult to even comply 

Additionally, when postal mail addressed to a voter is returned as undeliverable^lection officials have 
instant notice that follow-up is necessary to determine if the voter still resides at that location. A change in 
email address does not evidence a ch^ge in residence by a voter. With email addresses, we may or may 
not know if the email was “delivered”. If it is eliminated through an Independent Service Provider as Spam, 
we may not know it was not delivered; if it is eliminated by the recipients’ spam filters, we won’t know if it 
was received. The sending servers utilized by local governments to relay email messages sent to thousands, 
or hundreds of thousands (or millions) of voters will also treat mass email as spam and may not alert 
election officials that all or most of It w^ blocked. 


Our recommendations: 


• Do not require the collection of email addresses; leave it to the option of voters to provide if they 
choose. State and local government can choose to do so without F«leral legislation. 

• Further, do not permit delivery of official confirmation notices by email. 

• Finally, only permit email delivery of “voter information” as an option for the voter with appropriate 
notifications to the voter that it may mean missing important election information. We believe firmly 
that Postal mail, websites with voter information, news media notifications and more traditional 
methods of voter notification are still valid. We welcome the opportunity to engage newer 
technologies such as email and Internet but they are not yet as good as they will need to be in order 
to assure good service to voters. By providing it as an option to the voter for “voter infonnation” 
only, we can continue to work through the issues related to electronic notifications. 

• Email confirmation of residence is virtually impossible: an Important safeguard vital to the integrity 
of elections would be lost. 

• Specify that address “verification” and “confirmation” notices continue to be sent by regular mail. 
Verification by mall of voter residence cannot be conducted by email. 

Our reasons: 

? This raises numerous difficulties: 

0 The same information may not be provided to voters without recorded email addresses 
creating an “equal protection” problem. There remain significant socio-economic disparities 
in access to email. 

o Some states send such election information by mail immediately prior to each election. 
Others simply provide this type of information as part of each voter’s “voter information” or 
“voter verification” mailing when they register or make a change to their registration. Would 
states which have elected to mall such information only when it changes now be required to 
send repeated mailings for each election? 

o Based on our experience with similar systems, many voters would not receive these notices 
due to spam filter blockages of which they may or may not be aware. 

0 Available data indicates that less than 1% of voters voting at their polls on election day in 
2008 went to the wrong polling place. Vote by mail, early voting, provisional voting and 
voting centers have also greatly reduced the reliance on “correct polling place.” 

o Most states now provide electronic access to this information via their websites. A number 
of states are experimenting with such electronic transmission with mixed results. 


o Informing voters of the availability of their registration and election information via a link to a state or local 
website is recommended as a better alternative than providing voter specific content in an email. This 
provides greater security and privacy protections and would better facilitate electronic update, by voters, of 
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outdated information. State and local election ofScials have invested substantial time and resource into the 
development and marketing of these voter information websites. Tens of millions of hits to these websites 
were recorded in 2008 indicating that voters are aware of their existence and are using them. 


Cutoff dates: We are greatly concerned about the limitation of 15 days for voter registration cutoff. 
Regardless of how well-intentioned this policy may be, it hinders ability to administer the election. Despite 
the belief of some that 15 days is adequate, it is a disservice to elections. It places an undue burden on 
resources to process voter registrations within that time frame. Not only do all the registrations have to be 
processed during that time but there has to be enough time to allow the election officials time to mail 
confirmation notices to the address list on the voter registration application to assure that the voter’s address 
is correct and that there is an actual eligible voter at that location. Mailing a voter registration card to the 
voter is one important step in the checks and balances built into the elections process to assure that we have 
the correct information and that we establish voter eligibility. We need time to process the applications, 
then to send the confirmation notice to the address listed by the voter, and the transit time for any returned 
information. As it was necessary in UOCAVA legislation to provide transit time for ballots and ballot 
applications, it is also necessary to allow transit time to process voter registrations. In major urban areas, 
the processing of voters to get them on the rolls can take the 15 days leaving little or no time to allow transit 
time to assure eligibility prior to an election. 


Our recommendation: We recommend the legislation leave the cutoff date for registrations to the 
individual states themselves where they can best determine the amount of time necessary to meet 
administrative needs and for determination of eligibility. 


We further recommend for First time voters: 

We recommend that the bill specify that voters who are registering by email for the first time within a 
jurisdiction must meet the individual state’s requirements for postal mail registration as compliance with 
HAVA in the state’s processes. 

Privacy For Email Addresses: 

We recommend that “electronic mail addresses” referred to in Sec. 4, be excluded from public records - 
and that they be exempted from FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) requests. Email addresses and their 
use should be under the control of, and at the option of, the voter; failure to do so may lead to further 
deterioration of voter participation. 

Discussion: 

As in the case of email addresses for UOCAVA voters, such addresses should be protected from public 
disclosure for both security purposes and to encourage the use, by the public, of electronic transmission of 
election information. People are extremely sensitive to abuse of their email addresses, even more so than 
their telephone numbers, and will readily apply spam filters to unauthorized sources of email as well as 
voice their complaints, loud and long, to both election officials and elected officials. 
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Clarifications Sousht: 

? Sec. 3 (6)(A) requires election officials to allow on-line updates through the official public 
website of the election official... well as at any location at which under State law the voter may 

update the information in person . " 

Does this anticipate computer stations in all public registration locations to permit walk-ins to update 
their registration records on-line? If so, substantial resources would be required to meet such a 
requirement. We would recommend ending the sentence following “at any time.” This will require 
public computer terminals in all social service office, alt DMV offices, all designated voter 
registration offices, all election official office etc. 

? 


Sec. 5 states that State shall consider an applicant to have provided a ‘valid voter registration 
form ’ if the applicant has provided the appropriate State or local election official with all of the information 
necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in elections for Federal office in the State or 
local jurisdiction involved. ’ ’ 

o Is this intended to leave in place or supplant State established eligibility requirements? 

o What, in addition to the ^‘^information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible 
to vote in elections for Federal office" is envisioned here as being applied by states to deny 
registrations? 

o Further, by implication, this appears to suggest that a voter would not be required to use any type of official 
voter rcgistration form or Web site in order to register to vote. This, in turn, would result in the 
proliferation of alternate on-line sites and forms that a voter could use to submit the information needed to 
register to vote. There would be nothing to prevent political parties, candidates, special interest groups and 
commercial concerns from establishing such forms and sites. Without conforming state legislation, a “two- 
tiered” registration system would result: one for federal elections and one for all other types of elections. 


Phyllis Booze, CERA, VREO 
Registrar, Botetourt County 
P.O. Box 62 
Fincastle, VA 24090 
540-473-8235 p 540-473-8330 f 
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Schalestock, Peter 

From: Marcus, Julie [jmarcus@votepineiias.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 1128 AM 

To: Hid<s, Thomas; Schalestock, Peter 

Cc: David Staflbrd; dlewis@eiectioncenter.org 

Subject: HR 1719 - Comments from Pinellas County SOE, Ftorida 


This email was sent on behalf of Deborah Clark, Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections 

The Honorable Members of the House Administration Committee 

The Honorable Bill Young 

The Honorable Gus Bilirakis 

The Honorable Kathy Castor 

Senator George LeMieux 

Senator Bill Nelson 

The Honorable David Stafford 

Mr. Tom Hicks 

Mr. Peter Schalestock 

Mr. Doug Lewis 

We STRONGLY SUPPORT the comments made by Secretary Reed and the legislative Committee of the Election 
Center. In addition to their comments, we would like to share our concerns regarding security and costs. 

"Use of internet by Registered Voters to Update Information" (Page 4, Line 23)- needs to address the assurance that 
the person completing the application is indeed the actual person. May need to issue unique identifiers to registered 
voters to allow them to update Information via our Web site. This ties In with Internet Registration" (Page 2, Line 7) - 
applicants would need to establish email addresses, passwords, and challenge phrases prior to being able to register on 
line. This way we are verifying identity in advance to registering and/or updating any information. "Prevention of 
Unauthorized Revisions and Fraud" (Page 5, Line 20) - The only way to prevent unauthorized use is to implement 
challenge phrases and passwords. 

"Online Assistance" (Page 2, Line 16) - We believe there needs to be clarification of what "online assistance" means. 
For example, some may consider this to be some sort of online dialog (texting) with an elections employee (this Idea 
may be costly for some jurisdictions). 

As we are all very aware, ail levels of government are struggling with providing basic services to their constituents 
while making massive budget cuts and reducing the workforce responsible for rendering those services. A major 
concern with this legislation is the resources that will be required of jurisdictions to implement such a massive 
restructuring of the voter registration process. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

J/Deborah Clark 
Deborah Clark 

Pinellas County Supervisor of Elections, Florida 

(727) 464-4987 

dciark@votepinellas.com 
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Froms Election Center: National Association EtedacKi Officiate [mallto:dtewis@e!ectionc:enter.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 20, 2009 3:28 PH 
To: David Stafford 

Siibjert: US House Committee to Act on Leg^ttCMi 



National Association of Election Officials 


The Election Center 


Ele c tion Center 

The US House Administration Committee is likely to take action on bills this week affecting elections. Make sure to read all the 
way thwugh this email so you can see each of the three bills mentioned. 8e sure to read the recommendations that we made 
to both the Democrats and the Repubiicans for improving the Internet Voter Registration bill. Let us hear from you If you see 
something we missed or If you feel differently from what the Elections Committee of the Election Center offered or if you fully 
support one or mote of the viewpoints expressed in the recommendations. 

Bill on Internet Voter Registration and two other bills up for action In House 
Administration Committee - Express your views quickly 

By Doug lewis , Executive Director 
Members: 


On Wednesday, Octo'ber 21, the US House Administration Committee vvlH hold a hearing on 
''Modernization of Elections” which is about Ore Internet voter registration bill offered by R.ep. Zoe 
Lofgren (D-C'A)- 'I’he bill number is HR1719 . 

"Modernizing the Election Registration Process” is being scheduled to Wednesday, October 21 , 2009, 
at 1 :00PM. The witnesses for the hearing will be: 

Doug Chapin 

Director, Election Initiatives 
Pew center on the States 


Katie Bhnn 

Assistant Director of Elections 
Washington State Secretary of State’s Office 
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Elaine Manlove 

State Election Commissioner, Delaware 
Todd Rokita 

Secretary of State, Indiana 

Once again, we owe deep gratitude to the Legislative Committee of the Election Center and special 
thanks to both George Gilbert, Director of Elections for Guilford County, NC, who serves as the 
Legislative Committee Co-chair, and to Christopher Thomas, Director of Elections for State of 
Michigan, for many, many hours of work on developing a set of recommendations to 
improving HR17i9. Their efforts to distill the viewpoints of all those who contributed to the 
analysis of the bill and then to take those and fashion them into guidance for the House staff and 
members is to be commended. The document, as you will see here, is intended to show not only 
what needs to be changed, but "why" as well as containing discussion items for the policy makers to 
consider. 

Reaction to HR1719 - Internet Voter Registration 

As the National Association of Election Officials, we specialize in voter registration and election 
administration issues. Our members are the election professionals within local governments at both 
the city and county level as well as states. We are a non-partisan, nonprofit organization 

Our role is to improve the administration of elections for all voters throughout the nation and to 
assure that the elections process is fair to all voters regardless of political point of view and 
regardless of political party. 

It is within this context that we offer the House Administration Committee, including both the 
Democratic and Republican sides, our recommendations and observations concerning HR 1719 
concerning Internet voter registration. 

We welcome the opportunity to continue to modernize elections. In fact, it has been state and local 
governments that, without federal legislation, have created most of the innovative and unique 
solutions that have become commonplace in elections. That is true too of use of the Internet for 
voter information, for serving overseas voters, for locating polling places and for Internet voter 
registration. 

Backsround: 

Following on the lead of Arizona as the first state to offer on-line registration, Washington state and 
other states (now totaling six states) currently offer Internet registration and the concept is rapidly 
expanding to others already in the process of developing their own programs. 

As an elections community we welcome changes that better serve voters and which can be 
administered fairly without partisan impact that favors one party over another. Internet voter 
registration can be a useful process to continue to improve open access to the democratic process in 
America . 

However, on-line registration must be recognized as only an additional option available to voters. 
While it will appeal to many voters, we still live in a age when the "digital divide" is still a reality; 
some segments of society have far more access to computers than others and one of our concerns is 
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that government not place primary emphasis on one method of registration to the detriment of all 
other methods. We are still developing the capability of Internet voter registration and what does - 
and does not - work well for voters. Our learning curve on just how it impacts the availability of 
access to voting is still developing. We are likely to continue to discover how to improve access to 
all segments of society rather than those initially who have the education, the means, or the 
technology that allows greater participation. 

Recommendations for the bill as presented: 

Our first set of recommendations is to say we completely agree with the comments of Washington 
Secretary of State Sam Reed in his letter to the Committee on September 10, 2009: [For content of 
what was provided by Secretary Reed, see Letter on HR17i 9 website.1 

While we cannot at this time say whether we support or oppose the legislation, we especially agree 
with the concerns sited by Secretary Reed on each of the bulleted points. 

In addition to Secretary Reed's comments above regarding cancellation of invalid registrations, 
voter registration numbers largely determine resource allocations. If voters are not removed when 
they are no longer resident within a jurisdiction, resources (and costs) for such items as mailings, 
poll workers, voting equipment and ballots become greatly increased. 

Many states require minimum resources, e.g., voting machines or ballots, be available based on 
"eligible" voters. This includes both "active" and "inactive" voters. With the effective repeal, 
contained in HR 1719, of the NVRA list maintenance provisions, the "inactive" voters will grow to 
exceed the "active" voters. As election professionals we clearly know that voting is not only about 
conducting fair and impartial elections, it is also about the "perception of fairness" in elections. If 
voters perceive that our processes result in more voters on the rolls than the voting age population, 
then there is little faith that the process protects from the abuse of those who may be inclined to 
manipulate the election for personal or partisan gain. Please do not ask us to administer a process 
that is inaccurate by design. 


Safeguards Necessary; We cannot overstate the importance of continuing the processes passed by 
bi-partisan efforts of both the NVRA and HAVA. List maintenance is a necessary process that is 
important to the future of American democracy because it assures Americans that we pay attention 
to the details of voter rolls and continued eligibility of voters. We recommend this bill reaffirm the 
long history of appropriate list maintenance as provided under NVRA. 

When HAVA was passed, it was passed with overwhelming bi-partisan support for its provisions of 
what is necessaiy for states and local governments to assure voters of their eligibility. This bill 
needs to reaffirm that Internet registration must be in accordance with the provisions established in 
HAVA to provide either a drivers license (DL) number OR the last four digits of a Social Security 
number (and in rare instances, establish another unique identifier if neither DL or state ID card is 
not available). The reason states that have enacted on-line registration mandate a driver license 
number is that it is essential to the administration of elections that election officials have a signature 
on file for each voter. Without a signature, voters will be unable to vote by mail or vote early in 
many states. Signature comparison is still used to verify authenticity of an application for an 
absentee ballot and the returned absentee ballot. 

These provisions are both important and necessary to maintaining a sound voter registration process 
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that protects the integrity of elections in this country. Beyond those concerns, it is expensive to 
maintain out of date lists, to mail to voters who are not there (because they have moved one or more 
times between elections), to create and mail sample ballots to ineligible voters or voters no longer 
living at the given address. 


Cost IS Important: Make no mistake about it, cost is important in this economic climate where 
employees at state and local levels are being place on unpaid furlough or are being laid off because 
local governments don't have enough tax revenues to even pay salaries, let alone administrative 
costs of new legislative mandates. Congress and state legislatures cannot ignore ongoing costs 
related to legislative change. The lack of appropriate controls within the legislation means that 
local governments will be feced with growing voter rolls. As we mentioned above, the allocation of 
resources, voting equipment, poll workers, sample ballots, and a host of other preparations is 
dependent on accuracy of voting rolls. 

Supplanting email for postal mail carries adverse cost and policy implications. Currently, according 
to the US Postal Service, 25 to 30 percent of postal recipients are changing addresses in any given 
year. Email addresses are not more stable than physical addresses, they are changing more rapidly. 
Additionally, the only email address for many people is their work email. If election officials 
bombard the email addresses of all the voters with voter registration information and/or "official" 
elections notices, they will, by necessity of the volume of returned emails, have to hire full time 
staff to correct email addresses on a continuous basis. With postal addresses, the US Postal Service 
greatly assists in updating of addresses but with email the entire burden of address updating is left 
with election officials. And this presumes that there is even a capability of finding or correcting 
email addresses beyond what the voter may willingly provide; since there is no known single source 
of such data, it becomes difficult to even comply .- 

Additionally, when postal mail addressed to a voter is returned as undeliverable-election officials 
have instant notice that follow-up is necessary to determine if the voter still resides at that location. 

A change in email address does not evidence a change in residence by a voter. With email 
addresses, we may or may not know if the email was "delivered". If it is eliminated through an 
Independent Service Provider as Spam, we may not know it was not delivered; if it is eliminated by 
the recipients' spam filters, we won't know if it was received. The sending servers utilized by local 
governments to relay email messages sent to thousands, or hundreds of thousands (or millions) of 
voters will also treat mass email as spam and may not alert election officials that all or most of it 
was blocked. 


Our recommendations: 

• Do not require the collection of email addresses; leave it to the option of voters to provide if 
they choose. State and local government can choose to do so without Federal legislation. 

• Further, do not permit delivery of official confirmation notices by email. 

• Finally, only permit email delivery of "voter information" as an option for the voter with 
appropriate notifications to the voter that it may mean missing important election 
information. We believe firmly that Postal mail, websites with voter information, news 
media notifications and more traditional methods of voter notification are still valid. We 
welcome the opportunity to engage newer technologies such as email and Internet but they 
are not yet as good as they will need to be in order to assure good service to voters. By 
providing it as an option to the voter for "voter information" only, we can continue to work 
through the issues related to electronic notifications. 
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• Email confirmation of residence is virtually impossible: an important safeguard vita! to the 
integrity of elections would be lost. 

• Specify that address "verification" and "confirmation" notices continue to be sent by regular 
mail. Verification by mail of voter residence cannot be conducted by email. 

Our reasons: 

? This raises numerous difficulties: 

o The same information may not be provided to voters without recorded email 
addresses creating an "equal protection" problem. There remain significant socio- 
economic disparities in access to email. 

o Some states send such election information by mail immediately prior to each 
election. Others simply provide this type of information as part of each voter's "voter 
information" or "voter verification" mailing when they register or make a change to 
their registration. Would states which have elected to mail such information only 
when it changes now be required to send repeated mailings for each election? 

o Based on our experience with similar systems, many voters would not receive these 
notices due to spam filter blockages of which they may or may not be aware. 

o Available data indicates that less than 1% of voters voting at their polls on election 
day in 2008 went to the wrong polling place. Vote by mail, early voting, provisional 
voting and voting centers have also greatly reduced the reliance on "correct polling 
place." 

o Most states now provide electronic access to this information via their websites. A 
number of states are experimenting with such electronic transmission with mixed 
results. 

o Informing voters of the availability of their registration and election information via 
a link to a state or local website is recommended as a better alternative than 
providing voter specific content in an email. This provides greater security and 
privacy protections and would better facilitate electronic update, by voters, of 
outdated information. State and local election officials have invested substantial 
time and resource into the development and marketing of these voter information 
websites. Tens of millions of hits to these websites were recorded in 2008 indicating 
that voters are aware of their existence and are using them. 

Cutoff dates: We are greatly concerned about the limitation of 1 5 days for voter registration cutoff. 
Regardless of how well-intentioned this policy may be, it hinders ability to administer the election. 
Despite the belief of some that 1 5 days is adequate, it is a disservice to elections. It places an undue 
burden on resources to process voter registrations within that time frame. Not only do all the 
registrations have to be processed during that time but there has to be enough time to allow the 
election officials time to mail confirmation notices to the address list on the voter registration 
application to assure that the voter's address is correct and that there is an actual eligible voter at that 
location. Mailing a voter registration card to the voter is one important step in the checks and 
balances built into the elections process to assure that we have the correct information and that we 
establish voter eligibility. We need time to process the applications, then to send the confirmation 
notice to the address listed by the voter, and the transit time for any returned information. As it was 
necessary in UOCAVA legislation to provide transit time for ballots and ballot applications, it is 
also necessary to allow transit time to process voter registrations. In major urban areas, the 
processing of voters to get them on the rolls can take the 15 days leaving little or no time to allow 
transit time to assure eligibility prior to an election. 

Our recommendation: We recommend the legislation leave the cutoff date for registrations to the 
individual states themselves where they can best determine the amount of time necessary to meet 
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administrative needs and for determination of eligibility. 

We further recommend for First time voters: 

We recommend that the bill specify that voters who are registering by email for the first time within 
a jurisdiction must meet the individual state's requirements for postal mail registration as 
compliance with HAVA in the state's processes. 

Privacy For Email Addresses: 

We recommend that "electronic mail addresses" referred to in Sec. 4, be excluded from public 
records - and that they be exempted from FOIA (Freedom of Information Act) requests. Email 
addresses and their use should be under the control of, and at the option of, the voter; failure to do 
so may lead to further deterioration of voter participation. 

Discussion: 

As in the case of email addresses for UOCAVA voters, such addresses should be protected from 
public disclosure for both security purposes and to encourage the use, by the public, of electronic 
transmission of election information. People are extremely sensitive to abuse of their email 
addresses, even more so than their telephone numbers, and will readily apply spam filters to 
unauthorized sources of email as well as voice their complaints, loud and long, to both election 
officials and elected officials. 

Clarifications Sought: 

? Sec. 3 (6)(A) requires election officials to allow on-line updates through the official 
public website of the election official..."as well as at any location at which under State law 
the voter may update the information in person . " 

Does this anticipate computer stations in all public registration locations to permit walk-ins 
to update their registration records on-line? If so, substantial resources would be required to 
meet such a requirement. We would recommend ending the sentence following "at any 
time." This will require public computer terminals in all social service office, all DMV 
offices, all designated voter registration offices, all election official office etc. 

? 

Sec. 5 states that "the State shall consider an applicant to have provided a 'valid voter 
registration form' if the applicant has provided the appropriate State or local election official with 
all of the information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in elections for 
Federal office in the State or local jurisdiction involved. " 

o Is this intended to leave in place or supplant State established eligibility requirements? 

o What, in addition to the "information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is 
eligible to vote in elections for Federal office" is envisioned here as being applied by 
states to deny registrations? 

o Further, by implication, this appears to suggest that a voter would not be required to 
use any type of official voter registration form or Web site in order to register to 
vote. This, in turn, would result in the proliferation of alternate on-line sites and 
forms that a voter could use to submit the information needed to register to vote. 
There would be nothing to prevent political parties, candidates, special interest 
groups and commercial concerns from establishing such forms and sites. Without 
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conforming state legislation, a '’two-ti«^'' registration system would result: one for 
federal elections and one for all other types of elections. 


Other Bills to be Considered and Likely Passed by the House Administration 
Committee: 

H.R1729 the Student Voter Act introduced by Rep. Schakowsky(D-IL) would require colleges and 
universities that receive federal funds to serve as NVRA agencies. Sen. Durbin (D-IL) has also 
introduced a Senate companion bill S.l 125 to this. 

H.R.3489 introduced by Rep. Jesse Jackson Jr (D-IL). Beginning November 2010 (as proposed in 
the bill), state and local election officials cannot accept challenges to mi individuals eligibility to 
register to vote or to vote based on foreclosure proceedings or residing in a jurisdiction that was hit 
by a major disaster declared by the President. 

Should you have comments or recommendations of your own for HRl 71 9 or the other bills, please 
respond to George Gilbert at GGlLBER@.co.guilford.nc.us and Christopher Thomas at 
ChristopherT@michigan.gov and me at dlewis@eiectioncenter.org . 

If you want to become a participant of the Legislative Committee of the National Association of 
Election Officials (The Election Center), send your email to GGILB£R@,co.guilfored.nc.us and put 
Join Legislative Committee in the subject line. 

Copyright 2009 



This message was sent Ele(^on Center: National Association of Election Officials to 
davld_staffbrd@co.escambia.fl.us. It was sent from: Election Center, 12543 Westella #100, Houston, TX 77077. 
You can modify/update your subscription via the link below. 


^(Contact 


^Manage your subscription 
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Schalestock, Pater 


From: 

Paul Lux [plux@co.okaioosa.fl.us] 

Sent: 

Wednesctey, 0<^>ber 21 , 2009 9:S2 AM 

To: 

HkAs, Thomas: Schalestock. Peter 

Cc: 

jeff.miller@mail.house.gov 

Subject: 

HR1719 

Honorable Representatives, 

As an 11-year veteran of the elections community 1 am writing to you today to voice my concerns over HR1719. 

While we (the elections community) as a group always support making things easier and more accessible for voters, 
some of the provisions of this piece of proposed legislation bears closer scrutiny to how it would likely impact the 
elections community on a nationwide level. 

NVRA and HAVA: 

Both NVRA and HAVA were bipartisan Acts. The provisions of these two important pieces of 
legislation should not in any way be watered down by subsequent legislation. Specifically, list 
maintenance activities are both important and necessary to maintain accurate voter rolls and 
driver's license/SSN verification is needed to help in the verification process of voter registrants. 

Online registration: 

Use of the internet to facilitate voter registration could be a positive step, but only if it is used as 
an additional option, not a mandatory one. There are still too many citizens who do not have 
computers. Also, no one is issuing driver's licenses to people who don't come to a OMV office. 
Once one has a license, one can easily update information or renew online, something most 
jurisdictions already offer voters who are already registered. 


The biggest problem with online registration for new voters is the lack of a "wet-ink" 
signature, or even a digitized signature. Without this important piece of registration 
information, what will election offices use if these registrants need to vote absentee to compare 
their signatures against to prevent voter fraud? Or will such registrants be required to vote In 
person? 

Registration Dates; 

Mandating a 15-day book closing period seriously hinders our ability to effectively administer 
the election. Voters should have some measure of personal accountability for their actions. 
Measures to protect servicemen and their families who return from overseas after book closing 
deadlines are already In place. Voters who reside in their jurisdiction have no excuse'-NVRA 
made access to registration forms cross almost every aspect of our day-to-day lives and with the 
advent of downloadable forms from the web, no one really has an excuse for not being 
registered if they choose to do so. 

Confirmation Notices: 

Without mailing confirmation notices to a physical address, how can addresses be verified? 

What preserves the ideal of "one man-one vote" is that each voter is connected to a physical 
address in his or her jurisdiction such that only one vote is permitted. Remove this requirement 
and the potential for election fraud— fraud that would be virtually untraceable— would increase 
exponentially. 

Online Access Barriers: 

I've already mentioned lack of access to a computer as one barrier to online access. Stop and 
think about how many Important e-mails that you receive each day that get caught by your own 
spam filters. Also, in the past the US military e-mail servers have routinely blocked e-mail from 
elections offices— even official notices required by law— as "partisan electioneering." 

1 
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In closing, please remember that those powers not specifk:aity enumerated In the Constitution to Congress or to the 
Executive branch are granted to States. Where a serious problem exists, it is within the rights of the US government to 
step In to be sure Federal elections are protected— but change for change's sake should be avoided. 

Thank you for your time, and please be sure keep these Important factors In mind when you consider your position on 
this Issue. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Lux, CERA 

Supervisor of Elections 



Okaloosa County Supervisor of Elections 


Eiectiou Headquarters (Ci^tview): 850.689.5600 
Branch OfBce (Fort Walton Beach): 850.651.7272 
Email: piux@.co.okaioosa.fl.us 
Visit us online at www.GoVote-Okaloosa.com 
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Schatestock, Peter 

From: V\fright, Don [don.wright@nc^.gov3 

Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2009 11:12 AM 

To: Hid^s, Thomas; Schatestock, Peter 

Subject: HR 1719 

Dear Mr. Hicks and Mr. Schatestock, 

Section 4(3) of the proposed HR 1719 reads as follows below. Section 9 of the NVRA is 42 USC 1973gg-7. 1 see 
no {b){5) in that statute. Am I missing something, or is the draft bill off? I have doubted checked and cannot 
seem to find {9)(b)(5). 

Regardless, I read this as imposing on the states that they must produce an "electronic voting notice” to the 
voters. Some states now send out such data prior to elections. MOST do not. if this is required, would not this 
mean that the voters w/o e-mail will have to be contacted with this information as well in order to ensure 
equal treatment of ail voters? And the reality is In my state. North Carolina, In federal elections most voters 
vote prior to election day. Such required mailings would not be effective in those states where voters have 
options as to when to vote. HR 1719 touts itself as "modernizing" the voting process yet continues to hold 
onto the concept of "election day only voting". 

This provision needs to be reviewed for most of the states whose state law does not require such notice. 
Because a few states do this now, is not reason to mandate it to all states. The voter turnout numbers in the 
states that currently give advance voting information (such as voter guides) does not show this Information is 
helpful. It is very costly for the states and local jurisdictions to produce and mail, and often is lost among the 
massive political mail sent out by candidates In the same time frame. 

Also the Issue of voters w/o e-mail as to being provided this information needs to be addressed more clearly in 
the bill. Provisions in a federal bill that provide benefits to one set of voters (those with e-mail) and none to 
another set of voters (w/o e-mail) are very unusual. 

"(3) PROVISION OF OTHER INFORMATION BY ELECTRONIC MAIL. 

—If an individual who is a registered voter has provided the State or local election 

official with an electronic mail address for the purpose of receiving voter registration and voting information 
(as described In section 9(b)(5) of the National Voter Registration Act of 1993), the appropriate State or local 
election official shall provide the Individual with the following information through electronic maii not later 
than 7 days before the date of the election involved: 

"(A) The name and address of the polling place at which the individual is assigned to vote in the election. 

"(B) The hours of operation for the polling place. 

"(C) A description of any identification or other Information the Individual may be required to bring to the 
polling place.". 


Don Wright 

General Counsel 

NC State Board of Elections 
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Mr. Harper. And, finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to also 
submit for the record a USA Today article in which the Macomb 
Republican County chairman named in the Michigan Messenger 
blog post denies he ever intended to use foreclosure lists and de- 
mands a retraction. 

[The information follows:] 
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Mich. Dsms file suit against GOP in Ohio - USATODAY.com 
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Mr. Harper. I thank you. 

[The statement of Mr. Harper follows:] 
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COMMrrTEE ON 

House Administration 

Repubucan Office 




Subcommittee on Elections Hearing 

HR. 1719 Voter Registration Modernization Act 
Wednesday, October 21, 2009 


Opening Statement [After Chairwoman Lofgren’s Remarks] 


Thank you. Our committee was fortunate enough to 
receive the input of a number of state election officials for 
today’s hearing. The resounding sentiment from these officials 
was great concern about the provisions of H.R. 1719. 


The administration of elections is not a “one size fits all” 
proposition. States need flexibility in order to best serve the 
citizens of their states while still maintaining the highest level of 
integrity for our elections. Moreover, our election system is 
better served if Secretaries of State and local elections officials 
are actively engaged as participants in the drafting of legislation. 

Unfortunately, state and local administrators apparently 
were not consulted when this bill was being drafted. It seems 
that this committee, and this Congress, are creeping ever closer 
to the complete federalization of elections, a trend that I find 
highly disturbing. 
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Subcommittee on Elections Hearing 

H.R. 1719 Voter Registration Modernization Act 
Wednesday, October 21 , 2009 



Committee on 

House Administration 

Repusucan Office 


As I’ve consulted with State Election Administrators on the 
pending legislation, there has been a nearly unanimous outcry 
concerning some key portions of the H.R. 1719. Central among 
these concerns has been that the legislation not only doesn’t 
require new online registration systems to include a tie to a 
current state motor vehicle database, but also requires states 
currently utilizing motor vehicle databases to stop using this 
important tool for voter identification. As one election official 
stated in a letter to the committee, the absence of a validating 
database renders online voter registration “a method to flood the 
system with registrations for non-existent people” and such a 
structure would “embolden those who would perpetuate voter 
registration fraud on a new level”. 

Officials have also expressed grave concerns over H.R. 
1719’s prohibition against cancelling outdated registrations. The 
bill would prohibit States from deleting certain individuals from 
the registration rolls, regardless of the length of time since they 
last voted or had contact with an elections office. Even in the 
face of overwhelming evidence that the voter should no longer 
be registered, H.R. 1719 requires election officials to keep 
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k Committee on 

IHOUSE ADMINrSTRATlON 

^ Repubucan Office 


Subcommittee on Elections Hearing 

H.R 1719 Voter Registration Modernization Act 
Wednesday, October 21, 2009 


voters on the rolls in perpetuity. This will undoubtedly lead to 
inaccurate voter rolls and overinflated numbers of registered 
voters, requiring election officials to purchase additional 
supplies and equipment for ineligible voters and increasing the 
risk of fraud. 

Another common concern expressed by states is the 
unworkability of shortening of the registration timeline to 15 
days. The deadline for registration varies from state to state, but 
the overwhelming majority of states share a timeline longer than 
1 5 days. After registration ends, election officials are tasked with 
accurately reviewing applications, entering new voters, verifying 
registrants’ eligibility to vote, reviewing the voter list for 
accuracy, and preparing for the upcoming election. Limiting the 
voter registration deadline to fifteen days before an election 
does not allow election officials the time they need to 
accomplish these much needed tasks. 

As I’ve talked with election officials. I’ve been continually 
impressed by their professionalism and their commitment to 
providing a fair and accurate administration of elections. I hope 
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COMMOTEE ON 

House Administration 

Ref>ubucan Office 


Subcommittee on Elections Hearing 

H.R. 1719 Voter Registration Modernization Act 
Wednesday. October 21 , 2009 


that this committee takes their criticisms to heart when 
examining this bill. 

Thank you, and I reserve the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Gonzalez. Without objection, those letters and statements 
will be made part of the record. 

The Chair will recognize Mrs. Davis for an opening statement. 

You waive opening? 

I would like to introduce the witnesses, and we may have time 
to start getting into the testimony. 

We will make your full written statements part of the record. We 
will also limit your testimony to 5 minutes. The machine on the 
table in front of you will turn green when you begin. When it turns 
yellow, you have 1 minute left; and when it turns red, and people 
are always surprised how quickly that time comes, you will have 
spoken for 5 minutes. I may give you a couple of seconds, but I will 
then cut you off in order to get to questions, given today’s schedule. 
Because, as I’ve said, most of us have already read your state- 
ments; but we would like for you to elaborate and respond to some 
of our questions. 

This is not in the particular order in which the witnesses will be 
testifying. However, Elaine Manlove has been Commissioner of 
Elections for the State of Delaware since 2007, having served pre- 
viously as Administrative Director of the Department of Elections 
for New Castle County, Delaware. As Commissioner, Ms. Manlove 
has overseen the implementation of Delaware’s electronic signature 
project which allows voters to transmit the registration information 
in real time from the Division of Motor Vehicles to each county’s 
Department of Election. 

We will have Todd Rokita, who was elected Secretary of State of 
Indiana in 2002, in which position he has also served as President 
of the National Association of Secretaries of State, as well as a 
member of the executive board of the Election Assistance Commis- 
sion Standards Board. As Indiana’s chief election official over the 
past 7 years, Mr. Rokita has modernized Indiana’s election system 
with the adoption of vote centers and Internet voter registration. 

Katie Blinn has served as the Assistant Director of Elections for 
the Washington State Secretary of State’s office since January, 
2005, in which position she is responsible for election policy for the 
State of Washington. Prior to joining the Secretary of State’s office, 
Ms. Blinn was a nonpartisan counsel in the State legislature, staff- 
ing the house committee in charge of elections, campaign finance, 
public records, and many other issues. 

Since January, Doug Chapin has served as Director of Election 
Initiatives for the Pew Charitable Trust Center on the States, 
which has been a nationally recognized voice in election adminis- 
tration policy since 2001. Prior to his work with the Pew Center 
for the States, Mr. Chapin was a lawyer in private practice in 
Washington, D.C., as well as elections counsel to the United States 
Senate Committee on Rules and Administration. 

I welcome you one and all. 
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STATEMENTS OF THE HONORABLE TODD ROKITA, INDIANA 

SECRETARY OF STATE; THE HONORABLE ELAINE MANLOVE, 

COMMISSIONER OF ELECTIONS FOR THE STATE OF DELA- 
WARE; KATIE BLINN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF ELECTIONS 

FOR THE STATE OF WASHINGTON; AND DOUG CHAPIN, DI- 
RECTOR OF ELECTION INITIATIVES, PEW CENTER ON THE 

STATES 

Mr. Gonzalez. We will proceed with Mr. Rokita. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE TODD ROKITA 

Mr. Rokita. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. Thank you for your time and interest today. 

Today, I come as Indiana’s Secretary of State and in that capac- 
ity only. But as past President of the national association, let me 
first say I don’t know of a Secretary of State who is not interested 
in leveraging technology to the most responsible way possible so 
that we can have the most accessibility we can in the election proc- 
ess in the 21st century world. 

In that sentence, I said two words that are important to me. I 
said “accessibility” and “responsibility.” 

If you are going to have a process that people believe in, you 
have to have both in proper balance. Because if you don’t, if it is 
all about accessibility with no requisite security, i.e., responsibility, 
or if it is the other way, so hard that people can’t access the polls, 
then you don’t have a process that people believe in. When that 
happens, turnout goes down and people don’t invest in the process. 
And when that happens, we lose the Republic, ultimately. 

And so my comments, and every day when I get up as Secretary 
of State, as Indiana’s chief election officer, I focus on that proper 
balance. 

Having said that, we have been able to leverage technology in 
very smart ways so that we can have that accessibility at a polling 
place, or not, like a vote center, but also keep that all-important 
security so that people still come and invest in the process. 

For example, I said vote centers is one way to do that. We have 
photo ID in Indiana. We also have in place now a law that was 
passed unanimously by two divided chambers in our State legisla- 
ture. 

It seems like he is okay. That knocked out the 5-minute clock, 
so I will be going on for awhile. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Now does that young man work for you? 

Mr. Rokita. He does now. Oh, the clock is back. 

Online registration, the plan in Indiana passed unanimously. In 
Indiana, we have divided houses, but the reason it passed unani- 
mously I would say is because we have the security measures in 
place. We are going to tie it to the Bureau of Motor Vehicles, which 
has all of the requisite information and is the only database in the 
State that has the information so we can conduct online voter reg- 
istration and online voter registration updating in a responsible 
manner. Of course, we also have photo ID. I don’t think we would 
have gotten that bipartisan vote without those two measures. 

Again, I applaud your interest in this. I think technology does 
have a very real place but not in the form that the bill takes on. 
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Another issue, in addition to online voter registration, would be 
voter list maintenance. It is not clear in the bill; and if it wasn’t 
the intent of the bill, I would respectfully ask that it be made clear 
that we are still at least allowed in the State of Indiana and every- 
where else to remove voters or at least mail voters who haven’t 
voted in the last two Federal elections so that if they in fact passed 
away, if they in fact left the jurisdiction, they can be removed. By 
a reasonable reading of the legislation as written, it is not clear 
that we can do that any more. 

Of course, the two-cycle voting rule I just talked about is a prod- 
uct of the NVRA which put enormous restrictions on the ability to 
clean our rolls to begin with. At least let us operate under the 
standards of the NVRA. 

Requirements to allow applicants to register, it is not clear from 
the bill if the language allows us to verify the information that a 
voter registration applicant would put forward. That would be a 
huge problem in Indiana and, I would suggest, anywhere else. We 
have to have the ability to verify using technology the data put 
forth by an applicant. If we can’t do that, we get more Mickey 
Mouses registering to vote. We get more overzealous and downright 
criminal third-party organizations going through the phone book 
and registering names to vote who may not be real persons at all. 

Also, the idea that anyone who submits data use what seems to 
be any form, or no form, for that matter, a cocktail napkin, that 
has to be curtailed as well. I don’t propose the use of forms to be 
bureaucratic, but when you are talking about processing thousands 
and thousands and thousands of forms, it is imperative that when 
we train people, they look in certain spots for certain information. 
Turning that information in on any piece of paper whatsoever, or 
on any Web site whatsoever, in whatever form will greatly hinder 
the ability to get the registrations processed and create fraud. 

Thank you very much. 

[The statement of Mr. Rokita follows:] 



69 


Secretary of State 

State of Indiana 
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1 strongly support leveraging existing and newer technologies to improve services offered by 
government to its citizens. In my seven years as Indiana Secretary of State, my office has 
implemented several processes that incorporate technology with traditional duties. These 
changes have helped save Hoosier taxpayers, businesses, and voters their time, effort, and 
money. 

As Indiana’s Chief Election Official, I also have supported innovations in technology to 
improve the election process for the purpose of achieving greater accessibility, accuracy, and 
security. For example, my office has also developed. Implemented, and manages the state’s 
Statewide Voter Registration System. In spite of tight deadlines and scarce resomces, 
Indiana implemented its system on time and on budget with overwhelming support and 
satisfaction by die user community. There are several states still attempting to achieve the 
level of success we have had in Indiana on their second or third endeavor. Indiana has also 
successfully experimented with the Vote Centers model, leveraging technology to introduce 
electronic poll books into the Vote Centers pilot counties which helped protect against 
efforts at voter fraud. Indiana counties also used technology and our relationship with the 
Federal Voting Assistance Program to provide UOCA VA voters with the ability to receive 
and return election materials electronically. Finally, during the last session of the Indiana 
General Assembly, Indiana lawmakers passed an initiative I sought to permit Hoosiers to 
register to vote or change their voter registration information on-line. The bi-partisan 
legislation had overwhelming support and will be available to Indiana citizens beginning 
July 1, 2010. 

I write all of them to make the point that we have embraced technology as a way for 
government to serve people in a 21^ century manner, but that such success is wholly 
dependent on detailed planning before implementation and then using the technology wisely 
and responsibly. More importantly, these experiences show that I have the knowledge and 
background to address concerns that I and many of my colleagues have with the current 
version of H.R. 1719. 

Successful advancement in election processes is absolutely dependent on a balance 
between accessibility and responsibility (security). If both are not in correct balance, 
then there won’t exist a process in which people will feel confident. And, once 
confidence is broken and citizens no longer believe in the process, the validity of this 
free Republic is that much more degraded. 
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Online Voter Registration 

As mentioned above, Indiana is in the process of developing an online voter registration 
application. This tool is expected to improve the efficiency of the voter registration process 
for Indiana’s local election officials, and increase access to the registration process for 
voters. While offering this innovative solution, Indiana’s lawmakers of both parties (the 
Republican-controlled Senate passed the bill 48 to 0, and the Democratic-controlled House 
passed the bill 97 to 0) also realized the need to be vigilant in protecting the fianchise of 
Hoosier voters. It is extremely important that as we move forward with technological 
advances in election administration, we also must build in safeguards against those who 
would attempt to take advantage of these systems by violating election laws. 

Indiana has done so by requiring photo ID for those voting in person to prove their identity. 
To confirm an applicant’s identity, Indiana has also required those who will use the new 
online voter registration application to have an Indiana-issued driver’s license or photo 
identification card. Immediate confirmation of a voter registration applicant’s status will be 
established by an interface with the records of the state’s Bureau of Motor Vehicles, which 
includes an electronic signature from the holder of the driver’s license or identification card. 
This step is essential to protect the integrity of the election process. H.R. 1719 does not 
currently include this requirement. 

It is imperative that states use a Bureau of Motor Vehicle’s type of database to verify 
registration infonnation as another safeguard. Not all government agency databases collect 
all of the information necessary for a voter registration application to be complete. In fact, a 
recent study by Demos, self described as “a non-partisan public policy research and 
advocacy organization”, concluded that many social service agencies unfortunately lack this 
information. 

Voter List Maintenance 

Indiana also protects the integrity of the election process through various voter list 
maintenance activities. Since the National Voter Registration Act of 1993 (NVRA), 
Indiana’s population has increased by roughly 830,000 pieople. During that same period, the 
number of names on our voter rolls has increased by 1,540,000 records. 

NVRA imposes severe restrictions on keeping voter lists accurate. Indiana’s increase in the 
number of voter registration records (which does not necessarily translate as “new voters”), 
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in conjunction with the lintits under NVRA in maintaining accurate voter lists, has 
significantly increased the cost of conducting elections and the opportunity for individuals to 
commit voter ftaud. 

In 2006, Indiana conducted a uniform, non-discriminatory statewide NVRA mailing to all 
4.2 million registered voters. Over one million of these cards (which represented more than 
20% of the entire state’s registration records) were returned as “undeliverable.” After 
completing the follow-up mailing, over 500,000 existing registration records were canceled 
or designated “inactive.” Under NVRA, these “inactive” records were eligible for 
cancellation following the 2008 General Election, assuming that the voter did not vote or 
appear to vote from that registration address. 

This voter list clean-up effort cost the state over one million dollars to conduct, and took 
more than two years to result in more accurate voter registration rolls. However, this voter 
list maintenance will likely save counties thousands of dollars each election by eliminating 
the need to prepare election materials to serve voters who are no longer there. H.R. 1 7 1 9 as 
written does not clearly permit this voter list cleanup activity to continue. 

Requirements to Allow Applicants to Register 

During the 2008 Primary Election, several employees of the group Association of 
Community Organizations for Reform Now, also known as ACORN, submitted several 
hundred fraudulent voter registration applications in Indiana counties. This resulted in 
county election administrators and several of my staff taking time away fl-om election 
preparation in order to identify and remove these bogus registrations . Local and federal 
prosecutors have been provided with evidence of this fraud on Hoosier voters and we are 
currently awaiting their action. Indiana law requires citizens who apply to register to vote to 
provide certain information and for that information to be verified before the applicant can 
be registered. 

Section 5 of H.R. 1719 eliminates the state’s ability to verify an applicant is qualified to 
register to vote. The bill states that if an applicant registers before the deadline and 
“provides all the information necessary to demonstrate that the applicant is eligible to vote in 
the election”, then the applicant shall be eligible to vote. If this provision is not eliminated, 
fraudulent applications such as those submitted in the spring of 2008, would be added to the 
voter rolls - permitting a fictitious “Jimmy John” or “Mickey Mouse” to vote. 


Collecting E-mail Addresses 
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Indiana’s current voter registration application permits voters who wish to provide an e-mail 
address to do so. This can be helpfUl for county election administrators if the applicant 
submits an incomplete registration application. Indiana does not currently use the e-mail 
addresses for any other purpose. After a voter registration application is processed, a 
notification card is sent to the applicant. This begins a seven day pending period where if 
the notification is not returned as “undeliverable” or “no such number”, etc. by the United 
States Post Office - the application is valid and the voter is registered. 

Section 4 of H.R. 1719 requires election officials to send voting information to applicants 
who provide their e-mail address, by e-mail only. This will prevent election officials from 
adhering to Indiana’s Constitution by ensuring voters are accurately registered by “living in 
their precinct 30 days prior to the election”. This section also requires election officials to 
send out notices to voters before each election. This provision does not treat every voter 
equally and most states already have laws requiring the announcement of elections by local 
election administrators. Of course, an email address does not prove residency and neither 
does the change of an email address - an actuality that happens much more frequently than 
residence address change. Any communication from election administrators to voters by 
email should be voluntary on the part of the voter as well as election administrator. 

Registration Timeline 

Indiana law requires that residents must live in their precinct for 30 days prior to any 
election. Therefore, the ability to register to vote is cut off 29 days prior to any given 
election. However, voters who are already registered and move within that 30 day window 
may qualify for Indiana’s safeguard provision permitting them to vote at their old precinct 
one final time. Again, applicants in Indiana are not immediately registered to vote when the 
application is processed. There is a seven day pending period to confirm the registration 
address is valid before the registration is considered “active”. Here, a waiting period is 
necessary to ensure that the acknowledgment card (receipt) does not get returned to the 
election office as “undeliverable” to the registrant, meaning there is a real possibility that the 
address is not real. Finally, several of the larger counties must have poll books ready to print 
two to three weeks in advance of Election Day. Of course, a prerequisite to an accurate and 
complete poll book is to have the registration process complete. 


Section 2 of H.R. 1719 mandates a voter registration deadline of no later than 1 5 days prior 
to the election. This does not provide enough time for many of Indiana’s current processes 
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to take place. 

Recommendations: 

It is important to implement election reforms to improve voter rights; however, it is equally 
important for local and state election administrators to have the tools to ensure elections are 
conducted in a fair and accurate manner. I strongly urge you to improve H.R. 1719 by: 

• Requiring signatures from existing databases, such as Indiana’s BMV database, for 
on-line voter registration; 

• Continuing to permit state and local government election officials to conduct voter 
list maintenance activities; 

• Removing the mandate that eliminates the state’s ability to verify an applicant is 
qualified to register to vote; 

• Removing the mandate to use e-mail as the means to contact voters and to inform 
voters of election dates; and 

• Remove the 15 day registration mandate. 

While I applaud Congress’ efforts to improve the election process for voters, there needs to 
be a balance between increased access and responsibility (again, here focusing on security). 
H.R. 1 7 1 9 certainly increases access to the voter registration process, but the legislation falls 
short of providing the security necessary to ensure that voters’ franchises are protected. 
Because of this H.R. 1719 as written, ultimately will do nothing more than decrease 
participation because not everyone will have confidence in or trust the process that now 
would threaten to disenfranchise them by letting their votes be diluted by those who will try 
to cheat through the use of this easily cheatable reform. 
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Indiana Secretary of State Todd Rokita 

Having received the highest number of votes among statewide office holders in his most 
recent election, Munster native Todd Rokita is now serving his second term as Indiana’s 
secretary of state. 

As chief elections officer. Secretary Rokita has overseen Indiana elections with a 
commitment to innovation and technological advancements - especially those designed 
to help servicemen and women participate from overseas. He is a primary advocate for 
the state’s photo ID law, as well as other progressive voting law reforms. And in 
September of 2009, he launched “Rethinking Redistricting,’’ a campaign to bring change 
to the redistricting process so it puts people before politics. 

He has also been so effective in using technology and efficiency to streamline the 
services of his office, that his current operating budget is less than that of the secretary of 
state in 1987. 

His efforts to combat investment and mortgage fraud have led to the convictions of 
dozens of white collar criminals, over 300 years of jail time, and millions of dollars 
returned to victims. 

Secretary Rokita has served as president of the National Association of Secretaries of 
State (NASS), in 2006 was one of 23 top young elected officials chosen for the Aspen- 
Rodel Fellowship in Public Leadership, and has been invited to testify before Congress 
and the legislative bodies of other states many times. 

Among numerous professional awards and honors. Secretary Rokita has been named 
Small Business Statesman of the Year by The National Federation of Independent 
Business (NFIB) and the National Association of Woman Business Owners (NAWBO)- 
Indianapolis honored him with the 2008 Choice Award. 

Secretary Rokita is a member of the boards of directors for Saint Joseph’s College in 
Rensselaer and the Saint Vincent Foundation in Indianapolis. He and his wife Kathy 
welcomed their first child, Teddy, in February of 2008. 



75 


Mr. Gonzalez. Thank you very much. 

At this time, Elaine Manlove. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ELAINE MANLOVE 

Ms. Manlove. Good afternoon. Thank you for the opportunity to 
offer some comments on H.R. 1719. 

As you stated, I am Elaine Manlove. As Commissioner of the 
State of Delaware, I am a State employee, as well as all of the elec- 
tions officials in Delaware. But because I have been in the county 
office as well as in the State, I believe I have a unique insight to 
both sides. 

Every State faces different challenges regarding the implementa- 
tion of any State and Federal laws regarding voter registration. 
Delaware offers its citizens numerous ways to become registered 
voters: calling the office, visiting the office, registering through 
DMV, online voter registration that we have in Delaware, and 
third party. 

What led Delaware to pursue an electronic signature option 
began in 2000. If the Departments of Elections in our counties have 
voters who they can determine have been to DMV but do not ap- 
pear on voter registration rolls, the Department will inform the 
court of that situation; and, generally, a court order is issued. The 
fact that we have had anyone, much less an undetermined number, 
fall between the cracks of the voter registration process, concerned 
all of us. As we sought solutions, having all information electroni- 
cally moved from DMV to elections in real time headed what be- 
came the “Elections Wish List.” 

As we began to look at innovative ways to use technology to im- 
prove the way we work, we realized that while the long-term result 
was certainly worthwhile, getting there seemed impossible. The re- 
sources dedicated to technology in elections were consumed with 
normal operations of elections. 

Help America Vote Act funds allowed the Delaware elections 
team to move forward to implement some of the technology im- 
provements that we would have never been able to do otherwise. 
Even with this funding, there were times when we had to focus on 
the election at hand and improvements had to wait. 

I read this bill with interest, since Delaware has had Internet 
registration for several years. Our system captures the information. 
However, we require that the voter print, sign, and mail in the ap- 
plication. We are working toward a system that would capture the 
voter’s signature from their driver’s license or State identification 
card. While that project is in the future, it would be a by-product 
of our electronic signature program. 

As I am sure you are aware, all States as well as their county 
offices are in different places regarding voter registration. With 
that in mind, I would urge you to remember the following: 

First is to provide reasonable time for implementation. This was 
my reason for letting you know how long e-signature took in Dela- 
ware. State and local governments vary widely on their election cy- 
cles. Allowing ample time for any new process is key to making it 
successful. H.R. 1719 does include an implementation deadline 
more reasonable than those offered in other bills I have seen. But, 
again, the security features that most election officials would like 
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to have as part of this mandate may not be available at this point 
in time. 

Guarantee full funding for mandates. Many States no longer 
have HAVA funding, and most States do not have the resources at 
this time to fund any new initiatives. 

Third, to continue to gather information from State and local 
election officials, as I know you are doing. You are to be com- 
mended for reaching out to those officials, and we encourage you 
to continue this practice. 

Last, to allow flexibility for States to implement. One size does 
not fit all. States generally can meet the goal of the mandate with- 
out having the identical process of another State. 

I share the committee’s goal of ensuring that everyone who 
wants to vote is registered and that voter registration is an easy 
process. With that in mind, I have reviewed H.R. 1719 and offer 
the following comments: 

As I read this bill, the online voter registration process mirrors 
what we do in Delaware. The main difference is you have to sign 
and mail it in. As I said, we are trying to tie that to our e-signature 
so you wouldn’t. 

If we don’t receive that information, new registrants are required 
to show identification at the polling place. Delaware voters receive 
a polling place card when they register, when they change their ad- 
dress, and when their polling place changes. Those notifications 
allow us to clean our rolls. Then we know that they don’t live 
where they say they live. Otherwise, we end up deploying more poll 
workers, hiring more polling places, and buying more voting ma- 
chines. So we do need to do the list maintenance on our lists. 

I am concerned about e-mail notification because of spam 
blockers. People’s e-mails are often tied to their employment; and 
if they change jobs, the e-mail would often change. 

I think what we do in Delaware is accessible for voters, but yet 
we have security measures in place. 

I would like to thank you for the time you have allowed me to 
speak before the committee. 

[The statement of Ms. Manlove follows:] 
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1310 Longworth House OfHce Building 

TestimoDy of Elaine Manlove, State Election Commissioner, Delaware 


Good Afternoon. Thank you for the opportunity to offer some comments on HR 1719, the Voter 
Registration Modernization Act of 2009 introduced by Rep. Zoe Lofgten. 

I am Elaine Manlove, State Election Commissioner of Delaware, and the Chief Election Official 
for our state. While the Secretary of State is the Chief Election Official in many States, it is not 
so in Delaware. Prior to becoming Commissioner over two years ago, I spent eight years as 
Election Director in New Castle County, our largest county. In Delaware, all of the Elections 
employees are state employees, but my time on both sides has given me a unique insight. 

Every state faces different challenges regarding the implementation of state and federal laws 
regarding voter registration. Delaware offers its citizens numerous ways to become registered 
voters: 

• Calling any election office and beginning the process over the phone 

• Visiting any election office to register in person 

• Registering to vote when receiving drivers’ license services at DMV 

• Online voter registration 

• Third party registration 

What led Delaware to pursue an electronic signature option began in 2000. If the Depts. of 
Election in our coimties have voters who they can determine have been to DMV, but do not 
appear on the voter registration rolls, the Dept, will inform the court of that situation and 
generally a court order is issued. The fact that we had anyone, much less an undetermined 
number, fell between the cracks of the voter registration process concerned all of us. As we 
sought solutions, having all information electronically moved from DMV to Elections in real 
time headed what became the “Elections Wish List”. 

As we began to look at innovative ways to use technology to improve the way we work, we 
realized that while the long term result was certainly worthwhile, getting there seemed 
impossible. The resources dedicated to technology in Elections were consumed with normal 
operations of Elections. Help America Vote Act &nds allowed the Delaware Elections team 
move forward to implement some of the technology improvements that we would have never 
have been able to do otherwise. Even with this funding, there were times when we had to focus 
on the election at hand and improvements had to wait. 
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When HAVA became effective, Delaware was ahead of die curve in most areas. Our voting 
machines were electronic and easily retrofitted with a headset to allow visually impaired voters 
to hear the ballot. After using the funding to meet all of the requirements of HAVA, we moved 
into technology improvements to add efficiency and accuracy to all of our processes. 

I read this bill with interest since Delaware has had internet registrations for several years. Our 
system captures the information, however, we require that the voter print, sign and mail in the 
application. We are working toward a system that would capture the voter’s signature from their 
driver’s license or state identification card. While that project is in the future, it would be a by- 
product of our electronic signature program. 

Our electronic signature process has dramatically changed the way we do Elections business in 
Delaware. Voters affirm their citizenship, choose their political party and sign on an electronic 
pad that transfers that information along with the data collected by the DMV clerk to Elections in 
real time. It is paperless, efficient, accurate and fast. 

Delaware, along with most other states, is facing economic hardship. While the state will not be 
able to balance the budget on the back of Elections, we have been able to eliminate five vacant 
positions due to e-signature. We are working now to take this technology to Depts. of Labor and 
Health and Human Services. In addition, we are in the process of scanning in any paper 
applications that come to our offices, electronically linking the scanned copy of the paper with 
the electronic record entered by our clerks. 

The electronic signature project began to insure that we received every application from DMV. 
The unintended consequences ate that it saves money, saves time, and saves a lot of paper. 

As I am sure you are aware, all states, as well as their county offices, are in different places 
regarding voter registration. With that in mind, I would urge you to remember the following: 

1. Provide reasonable time for implementation. This was my reason for letting you know 
how long e-signature took in Delaware. State and local governments vary widely on their 
election cycles. Allowing ample time for any new process is key to making it successful. 
H.R. 1719 does include an implementation deadline more reasonable than those offered 
in other bills, but again, the security features that most election officials would like to 
have as part of this mandate may not be available as yet. 

2. Guarantee full funding for mandates. Many states no longer have HAVA funding and 
most states do not have the resources at this time to fund any new initiatives. 

3. Continue to gather information from state and local officials. You and your staff are 
to be commended for reaching out to state and local election officials. We encourage you 
to continue this practice. 

4. Allow flexibility for states to implement. One size does not always fit all. States 
generally can meet the goal of the mandate without having the identical process of 
another state. 
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I share the committee’s goal of insuring that everyone who wants to vote is registered and that 
voter registration is an easy process. With this in mind, I have reviewed H.R. 1719 and offer the 
following comments: 

• As I read this bill, the online voter registration process mirrors what we do in Delaware. 
The main difference is that we collect a signature by having the voter print, sign and mail 
in the application. With the application, they also send in some form of identification, 
usually a copy of their drivers’ license or their state identification card. If we don’t 
receive that information, new registrants are required to show identification at the polling 
place. We do not require identification be provided on address changes. 

• Delaware voters receive a new polling place card when they register to vote, when they 
change their address and when their polling place changes. These mail contacts provide 
us infoimation as to the accuracy of their physical address to insure that they are properly 
districted. 

• The polling place cards also assist us in list maintenance. The number of voters on our 
rolls dictates everything we do on Election Day from the number of polling places, poll 
works and voting machines that are deployed. 

• If we do not maintain our voter registration lists, the percentages of those who vote on 
elections day are inaccurate. 

• While we work to collect e-mail addresses, especially from our militaiy and overseas 
citizens, I have concerns about information sent by e-mail. Often we cannot read the e- 
maii address. If an email address is incorrect, we would be forced to devote staff time to 
correct the error. 

• Voters often use an e-mail address associated with their employment. If that changes, so 
does the e-mail address. 

• There is the potential for spam filters to block e-mails sent by election offices. 

• Registered voters can update their registration and vote at their new polling place. In 
Delaware, we have legislation pending that would allow voters to update their address 
information and vote at either the new or old polling place. 

While we are aware that we have voters on our rolls that should have been removed, we work 
hard to insure that everyone who wants to be registered does appear on those rolls. There is no 
perfect solution to improving voter registration; however, I know that all of us are committed to 
that goal through the ever increasing use of technology. 

I would like to thank Rep. Lofgren and the Committee for allowing me to testify before you 
today. I appreciate your eagerness to hear testimony from a State Election Commissioner and I 
know that my colleagues across the country would thank you as well. 
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Elaine Manlove has been Delaware’s Election Commissioner since 2007. For eight years before 
that, she was Administrative Director of the Department of Elections for New Castle County. 
Mrs. Manlove was also employed by New Castle County Government for a number of years. 

In both Elections positions, Elaine has seen many changes from both sides of the election 
process. She has overseen Delaware’s electronic signature project to allow voters to have their 
registration information transmitted in read-time from the Division of Motor Vehicles to the 
Departments of Election in each county. As Commissioner, she is responsible for the Help 
America Vote Act funds. 

Elaine is a graduate of The Election Center’s Certified Election Registration Administrator 
(CERA) program and is member of national election organizations. 

She is a native Delawarean, bom and raised in the City of Wilmington in New Castle County and 
currently residing at the Delaware shore in Sussex County. 
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Mr. Gonzalez. Thank you very much Ms. Manlove. 

I think we still have 10 minutes, so we’re going to get the testi- 
mony in of Ms. Blinn. 

STATEMENT OF KATIE BLINN 

Ms. Blinn. Good afternoon, chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. My name is Katie Blinn, and I am the Assistant Director 
of Elections for the Secretary of State’s office in Washington State, 
and I am here on hehalf of Secretary of State Sam Reed. Thank 
you for the opportunity to share Washington’s very positive experi- 
ence with online registration. 

We implemented online registration in January 2008, in the 
midst of the Presidential primary season. In a nutshell, this pro- 
gram allows someone with a Washington State driver’s license or 
State ID card to come on our Web site, enter their information, in- 
cluding their driver’s license number, and while they are in the 
process of the application, our database links up with our licensing 
database to make sure that information is correct. 

If it is correct, then that applicant is allowed to proceed; and we 
grab the digital signature from the Department of Licensing to be 
used for voter registration purposes. The voter never has to print 
anything out or actually mail anything in. It is completely online. 

I don’t need to tell you that the public is already conducting a 
fair amount of personal and professional business online, whether 
banking, taxes, keeping up to date with friends and family, the 
news, politics. Even filing briefs in court is now online. The public 
expects these services, and that expectation is only going to in- 
crease over the next 10 to 20 years. This was illustrated to us the 
day that we launched this program. 

One day in January of 2008, after obtaining authority from our 
legislature and months of development, we quietly turned on the 
program and put a link on our Web site with no press releases, no 
promotional materials at all. Within minutes, the registrations 
started to file in at 500 a day. After a couple of days making sure 
that it all was working smoothly, we then promoted it, issued press 
releases, and promoted it in the press. The rate tripled to 1,500 a 
day in the next few days. 

So the point is — and, like I said, this was in the midst of the 
Presidential primaries, the same week that New Hampshire was 
conducting its Presidential primary. So the topic on the news every 
hour, every day was elections and voting. 

But the point is that the public was coming to our Web site al- 
ready expecting to be able to do this, and we were finally able to 
provide that service. By the end of 2008, 158,000 people had reg- 
istered to vote on our online program. 

This program has also been very popular with election adminis- 
trators because it reduces their workload. The information is com- 
ing in electronically, so they don’t have to hire temporary workers, 
especially in a big Presidential year, to enter that information from 
a piece of paper onto a screen for a database. 

It is also more accurate because eliminating that data entry 
means that there is less chance of mistyping a person’s name, ad- 
dress, date of birth, driver’s license information, or whatnot. 
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I have provided to the committee a handout that we provided to 
many States because we started to get inquiries from many States. 
So I provided that to the committee as well. That has additional 
information. 

There are a few key elements that made our process a success. 
One of them was that our authorizing legislation was free of de- 
tailed requirements. That allowed us the flexibility when we devel- 
oped the program and into the future to develop it with the tech- 
nology that we had and in the future to be able to adapt to better 
technology that will be available. And also to make the program 
user friendly. Even after only a year and a half, we are going to 
be implementing major revisions in the next few months to make 
this program more user friendly and more accessible. 

The system is only available on the Secretary of State’s Web site. 
We certainly welcome voter registration drives from campaigns, po- 
litical parties, advocacy groups, but we cannot rely on them to 
maintain their Web sites once the big elections are over, and we 
cannot grant them access to the Department of Licensing database 
that we link up during this program. 

And, finally, and this has been touched on before, we obtain the 
voters’ signature from our Department of Licensing; and that is 
critical to making sure that the information is accurate. And, actu- 
ally, as Secretary of State Rokita mentioned, this is actually what 
made it pass in our legislature, because it is a very controlled pro- 
gram. The user cannot advance through the application if the infor- 
mation that was provided is incorrect. 

Speaking to the legislation, many of the issues that we have have 
already been mentioned. We have provided a letter that Secretary 
Reed provided to the committee about a month ago, and we have 
also provided some screen shots just to give you an illustration of 
what it is like, although we are going to be improving that pro- 
gram. So we are happy to help the committee in any manner. 

Thank you. 

[The statement of Ms. Blinn follows:] 
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Introduction 

Good afternoon Chair and members of the Committee. My name is Katie Blinn and I am the 
Assistant Director of Elections for the State of Washington. I am here on behalf of Washington 
Secretary of State Sam Reed. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss Washington’s positive 
experience with online voter registration. 

Background of Online Voter Registration 

As directed by the federal Help America Vote Act, Washington deployed its statewide voter 
registration database in January 2006, on time and on budget. After obtaining approval fi'om our 
Legislature, we deployed an online version of voter registration in January 2008 that has become 
very popular with both voters and election administrators. 

The applicants are providing the same information that has historically been provided on a piece 
of paper, only they are instead providing it on a screen. Washington’s online program allows a 
person with a Washington driver’s license or state ID card to register without having to print out 
or mail in a form. It is entirely online. As part of the program, we confirm with our state 
driver’s licensing agency (in most states called the Dh^ or the DDL) that that the name, date of 
birth, and driver’s license number provided by the applicant are accurate. We then obtain a 
digital image of the applicant’s signature from the licensing agency. 

Popular with Voters 

The public already conducts a significant amount of personal and professional business online. 
For example: 

• Banking 

• Taxes 

• Communicating with friends, family and colleagues 
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• News, politics and sports 

• Purchases 

• Renewing a driver’s license or car labs 

• Filing legal briefs in court 

The public expects to be able to take care of their business online and that expectation is only 
going to increase over the next 10-20 years. 

How much the public already expects this service was illustrated the day we launched this 
program. After months of development, one Monday morning in January 2008, we quietly 
turned the online system on and added the icon to our website. Out of caution, we had not issued 
any press releases or promotional material. But within minutes, the registrations filed in at a 
pace of 500 a day. Later in the week, we moved forward with a public affairs program and 
promoted it, and the rate of online registrations tripled. Now keep in mind that this was right in 
the middle of the media-heavy Presidential Primaries, the same week as the New Hampshire 
Primary, but the point is that the public was already going to our website specifically looking for 
this service. TTie public was ready to use it. 

By the end of 2008, over 158,000 people had registered online. 

Popular with Election Administrators 

The online voter registration system has also been very popular with election administrators. It 
has reduced their workload because the information comes in electronically. They don’t have to 
spend so much time manually entering the information from paper forms. This also reduces the 
risk of mistyping a voter’s name, address, date of birth, etc. 

Once we began to receive inquiries from other states, we put together a handout that includes 
additional information. I have provided this handout as part of your materials. 

Key Elements of our Development 

There are a few key elements that made our legislation and development a success. 

1 . Keeping the legislation free of detailed requirements allowed us needed flexibility in 
development. This flexibility will allow us to continue to innovate and improve the 
program, both to take advantage of improved technology and to make the program more 
user-friendly. We are already implementing major revisions to make the program more 
user-friendly and accessible after only a year and a half. 

2. The online system is only available on the Secretary of State’s website. Voter 
registration drives by political parties and advocacy groups are a wonderful way to get 
voters engaged, but those campaigns often fail to maintain their websites once a big 
election is over. We also cannot grant campaigns and interest groups access to the state 
driver’s licensing database, which is critical function of this system. 

3. We obtain the voter’s signature from our state licensing agency. Therefore, online 
registration is only available to those who have a Washington State driver’s license or 
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state ID card. These applicants have come into a state licensing office in person to prove 
their identity, provide a signature, and have their picture taken. If the applicant provides 
an incorrect or nonexistent driver’s license, the program will not allow the applicant to 
advance to the next screen and finish the application. While it might initially seem that 
this form of registration is more subject to faud, it is actually less because it controls 
whether the user can advance through the application. Applicants who do not have a 
Washington driver’s license or ID card can continue to register using a paper form. 

Proposed Legislation 

We strongly urge the Committee to include explicit language in the legislation that the States 
have final authority over voter registration eligibility, and implementation requirements. This is 
critical since there is such a spectrum of both technology and voter registration laws. Online 
voter registration can be achieved without requiring States to change their overall voter 
registration laws. For example, States must have authority to obtain a signature. A paper- 
application would certainly not be accepted without a signature. 

The 15 day deadline is especially concerning for states that have broad scale absentee voting. A 
1 S day decline falls after ballots are prepared and mailed. Online registrations must stop before 
the absentee ballots are mailed because many people who are already registered and simply need 
to update an address end up submitting an application online. Ballots can end up going to the 
wrong address, or people end up being double registered, which can lead to double voting. This 
impairs the accuracy of the voter registration rolls. We feel confident that an online system can 
be implemented without mandating a particular voter registration deadline. 

Finally, the legislation appears to eliminate a policy established by Congress 1 5 years ago that 
has been very successful. Election-related mail is returned to the elections office because a voter 
moved or even died. Once it is returned, the voter goes on “inactive” status. The voter remains 
on inactive status through two federal general elections, so at a minimum through a Presidential 
election cycle. After this period, which is 2-4 years, the elections office is authorized to cancel 
what is now a clearly invalid registration. The proposed legislation repeals that authority to 
cancel old registrations. This change would make it extremely difficult to have accurate voter 
registration rolls because election officials would be forced to maintain registrations for people 
who moved or died years and years ago. This is another provision that can simply be removed 
from the bill without diminishing the legislation’s overall purpose. 

I have provided you a copy of the letter that Secretary Reed sent the Committee last month 
explaining some of these concerns with the proposed legislation. 

Closing 

Secretary Reed and 1 thank you for the opportunity to share our experience and we are happy to 
assist the Committee as much as we can. Thank you. 
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Mr. Gonzalez. Ms. Blinn, real quick, we’re going to be standing 
in recess in a couple of minutes, but the letter from Secretary of 
State Sam Reed you wanted to be included as part of the record. 
Without objection, it will be part of the record. 

[The information follows:] 

Mr. Gonzalez. We have 5 minutes, which is really longer than 
that, but as soon as we say that, it will be 5 minutes. So, my apolo- 
gies to our last witness, but we will start up 10 minutes after the 
last vote and we will stand in recess until then, thank you. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Gonzalez. The hearing will reconvene. 

Ms. Blinn, by unanimous consent, we only had the letter of the 
Secretary of State, but I believe you have other documents you 
wanted to be made part of the record. 

Ms. Blinn. Thank you, Mr. Chair. If I could enter into the record 
both the handout that we have provided to other States and then 
the screen shots just for illustrative purposes, I would appreciate 
it. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Without objection, so ordered; and they will be 
made part of the record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Frequently Asked Questions: Registering Online 


How did online nsgistreSon come el&out? 
in 21^, Secretary of State Sam Reed 
formaHy requested that the Wai^ir^ton State 
Leg^ature pass a law auteotizing onKrte 
voter registration to both inoease and 
voter registrations. The L^islatum 
p^sed the law in 2007 and It to^ eftect 
Jmiary 1, 2008. 


What is onifm voter i^tetration? 

Or^line voter registration aftows VSfeshtngton 
citizens to roister to vote or fransfer a 
regishation to a new addmss terough a 
secure internet »te— just as teat person 
would pay a tsB rmlwie or renew car tabs. 
that is needed is a Washington State driver’s 
license or Viteshington State ID card number. 


How does online voter registration work? 
An applicant enters his or her drivers license 
or state ID card number, date of birte ar«J 
nmie exsc^ as it ap^ars on teat license or 
ID card to gain access to tee online w)ter 
registration s^^. The ap^car^ teen 
p^royktes tee same ir^termation as if ftSing out 
a paper voter ^istratron form. The applicant 
must agree to ^ use of tee iic^se or state 
10 c^d signature as voter registration 
signature. just as with the p^r voter 
frustration ftwm, tee ^p^cant affirm wa 
oath teat tee infoim^km pm^wded is true and 


Is online voter regtetention secure? 

Yes. The online voter registration system 
uses the same techrtology that banks and 
retailers use to encx^jt S8Xi protect a 
customer’s personal information. In arfdiSon. 
a rarfoesniy generated security number is 

Continued p 7 
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Passed Legislature - 2007 R^irfar Session 

AN ACT Rating to etedronic voter registratkm; adding a new section to ch^ter 28A.08 

RCW; and pro\nding an effective date. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OP THE STATE OF WASHINGTON: 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 1 . A new section is added to diapt©' 29A.08 RCW to read as 

follows; 

(1) A person who has a valid Washington stiSe ctrivi^s Scense or state Identification card 
may submit a wtsr registration application etectronicalty on the secretary of state's 
web site. 

(2) The applicant must attest to the truth of me information provided bn the aptrfteation by 
affimTatively accepting the information as true. 

(3) The applicant must affirmativefy assent to use of his or her driver's ficense or state 
identifi(^on card signature for voter registration purposes. 

(4) A voter registration a|:H>>icatjon subrr^ed efectrontcally is otherwse considered a 
registration by mail. 

{5) each electronic application, the secretary of state must detain a digital copy of the 
applicant's driver’s license or state identification card signature from the department of 
licensing. 

(6) The secretary of state may employ additional security measures to ensure the 
accur^y and integrity of vrter registration ^plication submitted electronically. 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 2. This act tak^ effect January 1 . 2008. 




90 





91 



LWvjiteg 

negisttiatioffl 


Online Registfation & MyVote 


14,269 


12.459 


Abov^ are the numbw of voter r^istration fransactions, separated by type, for Hi© 2008 
etecticm year. VNfeshington State held a Presidential Primary in February, a State Primary in 
August, and the General Electkm in November. 


Online Vc^er R©g»trafe»i and MyVote aSovif voters the convenience of interacting with 
government ot their time frwn the ccmfMt of own homes. Registering to vote and 
updating regish^^n infcnmation becomes something that can be dorie in a matter of 
minutes. 


*The online addr^ change via MyVote was offline for the last wQ&k of May. all of Jurse, 
and the first three of July. 

•.4 


January 


21.339 


28,123 


February 


March 


16,742 


June 


15.606 


17.729 


August 


18.281 


49,304 


September 


October 


54,314 


November 


December 


TOTALS 


253,564 


49,348 
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icntinued 


Presented to eadi user to 
prevent an automatad iiad<ing 
pfQ0^ to fraudulently fii! out 
voter regisfratson applications 
Via the viiebsite. 


Registration system and Uc^SBig. The vc^ wB need 

submit a new voter legisfra&m to ir^wndengy ocwifact the 

application- Department of ucsnstng to 

any cnanges to tiis or 
May someone register ha- drive's licenss or state ID 

another person to vote or records, 

change another voter’s 

address by using online How does online registration 

voter registration? address cidzettehip, age, 

No, only a new afi^^icant cx an and residency? 
existing wter may agree to toe The first st^ in registering 

use of tost voter's signature on online requires apii^icants to 

file with the Department of indicate toeir eligibility to vote 

Licensing for voter registration separately in eadt area of 

puqaoses. dtizerwhip, age. reddency, 

and felony conwofions. Later to 
Submitfing a fraudulent voter toe process, ^licanta must 

registration application is a accept toe oath that reaffinris . 

felony in Washington Stale. their eligibility. 


Since orrfy people who have a 
dnver's license or state ID card 
can register online, the 
applicant has already proven 
hia <w her Identity tri-person in 
a state office. 


The Seaetary of State's Office 
receives the applicant's, 
signature from the driver’s 
iio^se or ID card ter toe voter 
registratjon record. .. 


May a voter make an 

address change online too? if a vote^ changes address 

Yes, registered voters moving or other Information using 

to a new address in toe same onHne voter registration, is 

county may submit address toat voter’s state driver's 

changes through 'MyVote,’’ a license or ID card record 

personalized voter infermation also updated? 

system. No. Information is not 

transfeired fr«o toe online 
Voters movir^ to a new county voter r^isfration system bSKk 

must use toe online voter to the Department of 


This process frBfifls all the 
requirements for registering to 
vote spelled out irt state law, 
and refiecSs the sme process 
applicants use when 
registering to w>te wito a paper 
voter registratjon ftjfm. 
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.Oiiflns Voter Regis 


A«cwng c.flize■i5t^ 
f«,a's'?sr »^ro 
update v.'tei intoRnax c-n 
,s convi: nu-'tt fcr h^t‘' 
t*ie vote! , 


oni'ns voter regisfetaSoft's^m, the systKn PKjuirements and features m^rs fleshed wt. the 
a<^al a>st came t9 &7£),G00. 


Microsoft was paki $170,000 to to# ^ewkSe voter registration database (VRDB) to accept and 
process onirm voter r^stiati«ts and to oeste toe interteoe found on www.vote.ts^.gov. Micrc^ofl 

modified the statev^ s*oter r^istia^ to acc^t ©tectrorac ai^r^tiorxs ftom the four different 

t^s of voter regi^atit^ sy^^ns to Wastungton. 


The four voter re^ti^t^ sysiten vertoors j»td an additional $109,000 to deveiop ti>s softy^re that 
would allow for toe etet^tmic tiBnsfM’ of voter regtstiaticwt (nforniatiesi from each of Washington's 39 
county voter r^istiation systKns to toe statewide voter registration database. The These vendors and 
toe dev^x^xnent cost are: 

• DFM-412,000 

• DlMS-459.000 

• VOTEC--$17.0{» 

• es&s~$22,ooo 


Cost Savings 


Ffcan toe date of imj^ewnentation of wiline t^ter r^istration, to the October 4 voter registration cut-off for 
the 2008 General Et«*on. toe office had about 130,000 online voter r^istratton transactions. 


It costs ai^»oximately 25 cents to proxess and forward eacto paper vc^r leglstration form. Each 
applicant ustog a paper voter registration record must sperto 42 cents for toe starry to hta‘* If to. This 
moans that onfine voter registration saved the state of lAfoshingtum about $32,500 before the November 
2008 General Election. ITie postage savings to toe eiectorate is calculated at $54,800. The total 
combined savir^ equals $87,100. 


Previously it w^nild cost 43 oente to process eadi motor voter transaction from toe Oepartment of 
Licensing- Moving to an ^ectronic system will save the state $45,000 in the next fisstel year. 


T aking toe sawngs into consideration, online voter registraticm paid for ^30ut 30 pentent of the original 
cost to ifn?^em©nt tiwi program ^ October 2008. 


Projected <»it fttftow, Bie savir^ created by online voter regisfration vi^f evento^Sy pay for aii 
implementation c<»1s- 
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Mr. Gonzalez. At this point, we will proceed with the testimony 
of Mr. Chapin. 


STATEMENT OF DOUG CHAPIN 

Mr. Chapin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

They say that brevity is the very soul of wit, and in that spirit 
I will try to be very witty today. 

Americans’ exploding demand for fast and convenient access to 
information means that the public sector can no longer ignore op- 
portunities to use the latest proven technology to reach out to cus- 
tomers, citizens, and clients online. 

At the Pew Center on the States, we are committed not just to 
helping State and local election officials but actually working with 
State and local election officials, including all three States rep- 
resented on the panel with me today, to find ways to make better 
use of the latest proven technology, including the Internet and new 
mobile broadband devices to serve the needs of registered voters 
and eligible citizens alike. 

Consider this: When the National Voter Registration Act was 
passed, it was 1993, 16 years ago. The Help America Vote Act was 
passed 7 years ago almost to the day. Think how much the world 
has changed since then. Since then, new technological develop- 
ments like text messaging, social networking, and cloud computing 
have remade and reshaped the world we live in. At Pew, we believe 
it is not only desirable but necessary for State and local election 
offices to make use of the latest proven technology in order to keep 
pace. 

In the area of voter registration, we are actively engaged in the 
effort to explore potential solutions. Pew is convening a working 
group of election officials and technology experts. We are looking 
closely at systems across the Nation to examine what works and 
what doesn’t. Our goal is a system that works not just for voters 
and election officials but is also accurate, cost effective, and effi- 
cient for voters as citizens and as taxpayers alike. 

I am also pleased to represent Pew as a member of the com- 
mittee to modernize voter registration, a bipartisan effort to draw 
attention to the inefficiencies of our current system and stimulate 
a dialogue about using technology to make the process more inte- 
grated and efficient. 

I ask permission to enter into the record an issue brief from Pew 
about voter registration modernization. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Without objection it will be made part of the 
record. 

[The information follows:] 
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Bringing Elections into the 21 st Century 
Voter Registration Modernization 


registrarion system is outdated, 

1 f » e c itizens and eiection officials alike 

. of a paper-based, yoter-initiated 
process tnar iasis to ievx^rage new technology that could 
result in more legitimate votes being counted and 
ensure the integrity of our eiections,’ 


Tile impact on our democracy is significant. A recent 
study estimates that more than two million voters were 
unable to cast a ballot in the 2008 general eiection due 
to registratior! f>r<)b(err}s. 


In December 2008, the Pew Center on the States hosted 
"Voting in America," a Washington, DC summit that 
initiated a discussion among state and local eiection 
officials, policy ntakers, technology experts and election 
scholars the critical nee<J for voter registration 
modernization. As public; dialogue on the issue increases 
in rl'se media and irt Congress, Pew continues to gather 
data, analyze research and work with election officials 
to expose the underperfoi'tnance of the current system 
and propose fact- based, practical solutions to guide the 
modernization process. 


..'The P&w'Cenkr on the States 
-, ' ' pol'ides/practiats and reclvidlogies^t^^^^^ 
'improve the accuracy, cost, efficiency- 
and security of U.S. eiections. Pew's Voter 
: Registrdffori Modernization 
■ ■ to impiove the natiorfs outdated voter i 


Today's System: Inaccurate, 
Costly and Inefficient 


registrotJoniystem by examining options. 
forhuilding a system that is more efficient 
dtid accurate, while reducing costs and ■ 


A21stcenturyelectionsysvernshouidnotre!yupo.n19th burdens.- 

cent:ury rricnfiods such as collecting voter information on 

paper forms; entering handwritten data manually onto '■•••• 
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I qi f nq foday’s mobile population to update 

J r 1 1 '■formation with every relocation; and 

■■ Gu ated, third party groups to distribute, 

‘ ooii handwritten registration cards. These 
I !■ icpi and procedures create a system that 
' It ’•o human error from start to finish, and 
I VC ■''I es of registration cards inundating 
eiection offices immediately before Election Day.^ 

The system’s inefficiencies render millions of eligible 
citizens — even those who have tried to register — unable 
to vote and create bottlenecks at the polls on Election 
Day. One partial solution to these registration challenges 
is the use of provisional baiiots, issued when individuals 
as.sert they are registered, but their eligibility cannot 
be confirmed. Yet this is imperfea at best. Pew's recent 
study of 2008 provisional balloting confirms that nearly 
half of all provisional baiiots for which data was available 
were rejected and thus uncounted due to voters not 
appearing on the roiis,- 

Reccjfds are frequently inaccurate, often with incorrect 
address or name information. According to the 2(X)8 
Cooperative Congres,siorwl Election Survey (CCES) 
in which Pew and numerous academic institutions 
participated, recent relocation is one of the most 

Almost 'h.alf o[ all vorei’s are unaware 
r'liat. they can register or update their 
registration at. motor veiiicles offices, 

relevant factors in predicting whether voters will have a 
registration problem. Individuals who have moved within 
the two years preceding an election are much more 
likely to encounter registration difficulties at the polls."' 
This particularly applies to students and young voters 
who are new to the process and are most likely to mov'e 
compared to other age groups.^ 


indicates that more than orre c ' 

either do not know how to c! 

Information or think that tne c "st > 
office automa*’ ci \ ip^ i es i m t 
Furthermore, almost naif or al nof s 

they can register or update th^,.- 

vehicles offices.® 

The difficulties experienced ia 
even worse for men and womp-’ -,0 v ■ e r i 
Membersof our armed forces we 0 i o ' ' 
to experience registration proon 0 s s'lc .i- il ■■ o 

-Maintaining the current voter regisfiatioi' system, 
is costly. A forthcoming Pew study on the costs of 
voter registration in Oregon finds that iri 200S, voter 
registration alone cost Oregon taxpayers more than 
four dollars per voter, for a total of nearly S9 million,''’ 
Additionally, political camp)aign5 and organisations 
spend millions of dollars on registration activities that 
could be shifted to educate arui engage voters. 

Toward A Modern System 
of Voter Registration 

A21st century, data-driven registration system would 
build upon the innovations already in use in several 
states^ allowing election authorities to retain control 
over their lists, while adopting common standards to 
allow for data exchanges across state lines. Ideally, the 
system would provide each eligible voter with only one 
voter record for a lifetime, which would update whenever 
they change names, patty affiliation or marital status, and 
follow them wherevr^r they move, including state to state. 

Voters deserve a contemporary registration system that is 
compatible with the Wvay they live, and meets the highest 
standards of accuracy, cost-effectiveness and efficiency. 


To complicate matters, many voters do not understand Improved Accuracy 

how the registration process works. The CCES report Both federal and state governments currently have the 
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^ n I*-* -’oTi severai official sources 
<v V 1 la^’e voter records. St.ates that 
^ otoer databases — such as 

' Kdi -a'e able to eliminate duplicate, 
o rej";r>ations, providing greater 
r ' I- o'tjnities for fraud-"' 

, / ‘ '' V f 'iiqni ure system automatically 

I ' t ' '''a Division of Motor Vehicles 

I * ' , f- ii vo'e ut>date their registration 

' -• i r Dr dated data is immediately 

to y^o y '"'< • > nm 'he voters'files, eliminating 
> r r 1 - ( o , y j „-i reducing the possibility for 

More Cost-Effective 
In evaluating solutions, we must consider how the 
system serves Americans not only as voters, but also 
as taxpayers. Although some startup costs may be 
associated with implementing a modernized system, 
cost savings would be realized in a short time, as 
experienced in Canada, Arizona and Delaware. Canada's 
system cost rniliion (CAD) to implement in 1996, 
but is estimated to have savec) Canadian taxpayers 
approximately $ 1 50 million since its introduaion.’^ln 
Maricopa County, Arizona, a pa[:)er registration form costs 
at least 85 cents to process, versus an average of 3 cents 
for a registration completed online and data-matched 
against their DMV database.’^ Delaware reduced labor 
costs alone by $200,000 annually due to the enhanced 
efficiency created by E-Signature.®* 

Enhanced Efficiency 

Eliminating handwritten paper forms and using 
technology in conjunction with existing government 
databases to regularly populate and update voter rolls 
would significantly reduce the burdens on eleaion 
officials. Additionally, gains in efficiency and accuracy 
in the process would lessen the number of provisional 
ballots, reduce polling place problems and delays, 
decrease the number of lost votes artd eliminate 


controversial third party groups from \ 

tasks. Also, election administrators wou. 1 

time on National '.^ter Registra'- o Ai_ \ i 

because almost ail eligible vote \ ■> 

the rolls or able to correct thei 

ballot via a failsafe mechanism.'^ 

Recommendations for Voter 
Registration Modernization 

The complex problems with tf- 
process point to the critical nee ^of o (•<' svt 
fact-based solutions that posit ben \ nc 
-administrators for success. A modernized system that 
uses exi.sting data sources to populate the state voter 
rolls and updates registration files would not only restjit 
in more accurate data, but would potentially save 
millions of dollars for local and state electior^ offiiciais. 

In Maricopa County, Arizona, a paper 
registration form costs at least 83 cents to 
process, yersus an average of 3 cents for a 
registration completed online. 

Based on our research ancj work with electiori officials 
thus far, Pew recommends that a modernized voter 
registration system should; 

• Utilize multiple official data sources to put eligible 
voters on the rolls and ensure the accuracy of lists; 

« Make voter registration more portable for voters who 
move or change status; 

• Establish a failsafe metiKxl for eligibit? voters wfio are 
omitted from the rolls or whose records contain an 
error to cast a ballot: and 

• Ensure states maintain control of their voter roils, while 
allowing for common standards and data exchanges 
across state lines. 


Bringing Electrons into the 2lst Century: Voter Registration Modernization; 


3 . 
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' 1 ac > efroft to modernize our nation's 
^ sy lem must take into account the 
' ) e .vno administer Qur elections and 
•f levv Sy'Stem wi!l work when it is 
I 1^ /'v/'Kontinue to work with state and 
) 6 rfis mchnoiogy experts and election 

j I K '■< ' --1V iNsess innovative programs, 

' ri' if>r '•ive olan.s to modernize voter 
( . * , Hiwf lew systems to determine the 

'jr state. 


Contact Us 

We\\e<o-^“ cu "'i ea o 

inform^’" c on s Eie''? '''' " nvc 

Web site at www.pewcenteronthemws.org or room: 

David Becker — Project Director, Election initiatives 
Ps'?v Center on the States 

Washington, DC 20G04 

202-552-2 1 36 \ OBecker@pevvtrusts.org 
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Mr. Chapin. The Committee on Modernizing Voter Registration 
shares Pew’s commitment to harnessing proven technology and to 
improving how we run elections, which we believe is a critical goal. 

That goal is not limited to modernizing voter registration, how- 
ever. I know that Members and staff on both sides of the aisle have 
worked very hard to identify ways to assist military and overseas 
voters around the world, and we are pleased to see that much of 
this work is included in what we hope is the soon to be enacted 
National Defense Authorization Act. 

The military and overseas voting provisions in the NDAA har- 
ness technological advancement to expedite delivery of ballots to 
voters around the world, including e-mail in order to get blank bal- 
lots into their hands. We want to find ways to go further, to use 
current information in Federal and State databases to make sure 
that military and overseas voters can get their ballots at the cor- 
rect address on the first try. 

The ability to keep up with these mobile voters is crucial. In fact, 
military and overseas voters are almost twice as likely as domestic 
voters to encounter registration problems. Anything we can do to 
help military and overseas voters is not only important for those 
voters but for what it can teach us about how we can help voters 
here at home. 

We are also pleased to have partnered with State and local elec- 
tion officials and Google on a project called the Voting Information 
Project, which uses official election information to answer voters’ 
questions online about where to vote and what is on the ballot. Ten 
States in Los Angeles county joined us in 2008, and we are pleased 
to note that the Commonwealth of Virginia will be using VIP to as- 
sist their voters with the November general election. 

VIP will enable election offices to unleash the creativity of pro- 
grammers to create voter tools, including e-mail and text updates, 
which is something that is being piloted in North Carolina; APS for 
mobile phones, which are increasing popular; tools to assist voters 
with specific questions, disabled voters needing accessibility infor- 
mation, voters needing public transportation information; and tech- 
nology to generate customized ballot listings for military and over- 
seas voters across the world so they can know what is on their bal- 
lot in time to return them. 

Exciting advances in technology mean that reforming our Na- 
tion’s elections is limited almost completely by our own imagina- 
tions, and we at Pew are committed to removing even those imagi- 
nary limits for the betterment of both election officials and voters 
alike. 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear today. On behalf of all 
of my colleagues at the Pew Center on the States, I applaud you 
for considering and stand ready to assist you in accomplishing the 
goal of harnessing the latest technology to bring our election sys- 
tem into the 21st century. 

Thank you. 

[The statement of Mr. Chapin follows:] 
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TESTIMONY 

Doug Chapin- Director, Election Initiatives 
The Pew Center on the States 

Committee on House Administration | Subcommittee on Elections 
October 21, 2009 

Chairwoman Lofgren and members of the subcommittee: 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. 

My name is Doug Chapin, and I am the Director of Election Initiatives at the Pew Center on the States, a 
division of the Pew Charitable Trusts that conducts research, brings together a wide variety of partners, 
and analyzes states’ experiences to identify what works and what does not to advance nonpartisan, 
pragmatic state policy solutions to the most pressing problems affecting Americans. 

All of us at Pew applaud you for your leadership in calling this hearing and drawing attention to the 
emerging use and promise of technology to improve the accuracy, cost-effectiveness and efficiency of 
our election system. 

Americans increasingly rely upon the Internet for many different kinds of information. They are going 
online to pay taxes and parking tickets, to update their personal information with public as well as 
private agencies, and to request services or otherwise interact with all levels of government. Indeed, 
according to our colleagues at the Pew Internet and American Life Project, four in five Americans have 
visited government Web sites to seek information or assistance. 

This exploding demand for fast and convenient access to information means that public -sector 
information sources cannot ignore opportunities to reach out to their customers, clients and citizens 
online. 
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Pew is committed to helping state and local election officials find ways to make better use of the Internet 

- and new mobile broadband devices - to serve the needs of registered voters and eligible citizens alike. 

Consider this: when the National Voter Registration Act (“motor voter”) was adopted in 1993 - more 
than sixteen years ago - hardly anyone had an e-mail address. When the Help America Vote Act was 
enacted in 2002 - almost seven years ago to the day - the concept of statewide voter registration 
databases was thought to be a cutting-edge idea. Since Oien, new technological developments like text 
messaging, social networking and cloud computing have remade and reshaped the world we live in. At 
Pew, we believe it is not only desirable but necessary for state and local election offices to make use of 
the latest proven technology in order to keep pace. 

It simply makes no sense that for the vast majority of Americans, registering to vote relies on a system 
dependent on filling out and submitting a paper application. Nor does it make sense to ask the women 
and men who administer our elections to spend so much time and money managing a paper-based 
system that invites error and does not efficiently serve the needs of any of the participants in the process 

- not the election officials, and certainly not the voters. 

But the field is catching up, and the election officials on this panel today deserve all the credit for 
adapting and applying proven practices in public technology to elections. 

At Pew, we study the experience of trailblazers like those on the panel today and use their experience 
and insight to commission research, pilot projects and propose solutions to assist other states in 
following their example. Our goal is nothing short of a modernized voter registration system that not 
only maximizes accuracy, cost-effectiveness and efficiency but works for voters and election officials 
alike. 

To that end, we are supporting a study of online voter registration in Washington State and Arizona that 
will allow election officials in other states to gain insight from their experiences and adapt lessons 
learned to the needs of their own state. We have also funded studies of preregistration of young voters, 
of the effectiveness of different ways of reaching voters, and of the quality of voter registration 
databases. 
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Pew is also actively engaged in the effort to explore potential solutions. Under the experienced guidance 
of my newest colleague, former Oregon State Election Director John Lindback, Pew is convening a 
working group of election officials and technology experts who are looking closely at systems across the 
nation to examine what works and what doesn’t, and what components would best be included in a well- 
designed and modernized voter registration system. We expect to begin releasing the end product of all 
of this work in the next few months. 

In addition, 1 am pleased to represent Pew as a member of the Committee to Modernize Voter 
Registration, a bipartisan effort to draw attention to the inefficiencies of our current system and 
stimulate a dialogue about using technology to make the process more integrated and efficient. The 
Committee shares Pew’s view that harnessing technology to improve how we run elections is a critical 
goal - and modernizing the nation’s voter registration system is central to that vision. 

Of course. Pew’s commitment to using technology to improve elections is not limited to the area of 
voter registration modernization. 

I have testified before this subcommittee previously about the difficulties facing military and overseas 
voters. I know that members and staff on both sides of the aisle have worked hard to identify ways that 
we can remove barriers for military and overseas voters, and much of your work is embodied in the 
pending National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA). 

For military and overseas voters, absentee voting can seem like an insurmountable barrier. Pew’s 
January 2009 report Afe Time to Vole found that fully half the states do not allow overseas military 
voters enough time to receive and return a ballot. The military and overseas voting provisions in the 
NDAA seek to harness technological advancements to expedite delivery of ballots to these voters, 
including using email to get a blank ballot into voters’ hands. But improvements in ballot processing are 
of no help if the voter is unable to register to vote in the first place or if outdated records direct their 
ballot or other materials to the wrong address. The Department of Defense has the technology to locate 
a servicemember at any given time, and we should find ways to utilize this information to ensure that 
election officials have the correct and up-to-date mailing addresses for military voters. This ability to 
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keep up with highly mobile voters is vital; military and overseas voters are almost twice as likely as 
domestic voters to experience registration problems. Almost as important, the lessons we learn can help 
us confront and overcome the challenges facing all voters If we can utilize technology to solve some of 
the major problems military and overseas voters encounter, we will be well-positioned to solve many of 
the same problems all voters face. 

Another key aspect of the voting process is answering voters’ questions about whether they are 
registered, where they vote and what’s on the ballot. This is no small matter; in 2008, approximately 120 
million people went online to answer their questions about the general election. Too often, however, 
that information is either outdated, hard to find or provided by a third party. That’s why Pew and 
Google - in cooperation with state and local election officials - launched the Voting Information Project 
(VIP), a partnership to use official voting information to answer voters’ questions. VIP enables election 
offices to produce a public feed of data on polling places, voting requirements and ballot content that ■ 
can then be harnessed by election officials, campaigns, the media - or anyone else who wishes to help 
voters navigate the voting process on Election Day. 

In the 2008 election cycle, ten states and Los Angeles County - the nation’s largest - provided VIP 
feeds that were integrated with Google Maps and a number of other applications to help voters find their 
polling places. Approximately 10 percent of people who voted on Election Day in 2008 used Google’s 
VIP-powered tool to find their polling place. In November 2009, thanks to the efforts of the Virginia 
State Board of Elections, Old Dominion voters will not only be able to find their polling place online but 
will also instantly have access to a full list of candidates on their ballot in the 2009 statewide general 
election. 

Creating the standard feed is only the first step. Harnessing the creativity we’ve seen exhibited in the 
private sector will lead to innovations that provide voters a level and quality of service that seems out of 
reach today. 

Because VIP follows an open format, it can harness the programming talents of today’s cutting-edge 
technologists to meet the needs of voters everywhere. For example: 
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• North Carolina’s State Board of Elections is currently testing a system that will allow 
voters to use the email and text capabilities of their mobile phones to get information about their 
voter registration, to track the status of their absentee ballot or to verify whether or not their 
provisional ballot was counted; 

• In 2008, Google and CREDO, a mobile technology company, each made a version of the 
VIP poll locator available for mobile phones, with other developers planning to expand those 
offerings to include candidate information in 2009 and beyond; 

• Using VIP to link election information to more familiar online tools can also open up a 
host of creative solutions for a wide variety of voters. For example, voters could identify public 
transportation options near polling places, disabled voters could get complete information on 
accessibility options at their precinct and voters could access sites that give them an idea of how 
long they can expect to wait to vote on Election Day; and 

• Other developers are also finding new ways to put election information at voters’ 
fingertips - or, using mobile technology, literally in voters’ hands. 

At Pew, we are planning to use VIP as a backbone for a better voting process for military and overseas 
voters. Specifically, we are working to develop technology to generate customized ballot listings for 
voters abroad that they can use to help them complete their absentee ballots - or to generate a 
replacement Federal Write-In Absentee Ballot should their official ballot not arrive. 

These exciting advances in technology mean that improvements to our nation’s elections are limited 
only by our imaginations - and Pew is committed to providing the tools and know-how to make those 
limits disappear. 

In conclusion, I thank you once again for the opportunity to appear. On behalf of all of us at Pew, I 
applaud you for considering - and stand ready to assist you in accomplishing - the goal of harnessing 
the latest technology to bring our nation’s election system into the 21“ Century. 
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The Pew Center on the States supports 
policies, practices and technology to 
improve the accuracy, convenience, 
efficiency and security ofU.S. elections. 
Pew's Military and Overseas Citizen Voting 
Initiative aims to remove the obstacles 
facing military arid overseas citizens to 
ensure they can exercise their right to 
vote — no matter where they may be 
around the world. 

Millions of ArTtoricans— uniformed service members, 
their spouses and dependents and overseas 
c:ivilians"-afe ensured the right to vote in federal 


elections under the federal Uniforrned and Overseas 


Cir^^ens Absentee Voting Act (UOCAVA). Americans 
overwhelmingly want the system to work well for 
military and overseas voters. A biparrisan Tarrance 
Group/1, ake Research Partners poll found 96 percent 
of Americans believe it is improriant that these voters 
have an opportunity to vote in U.S. elections. The 
poll also shows that 81 percent of Americans Favor 
creating a uniform national set of rules for military 
and overseas voters. However. UOCAVA relies on 
stares for implementation, resulting in a patchwork 
of state absentee ballot laws artd procedures that 
present impediments to overseas voters. 


Obstacles to Overseas Voting 

Problems arise for mifitaiy and civiiiari overseas voting 
at every step of the process, frorrt maintaining accurate 
registration rolls for a highly rriobile popiitation, to 
casting ballots and ensuring the votes are couni:ed t o 
pressing information to navigate tiie con-ipiex process 
of requirements and deadlines. 

tarlier this year, Pew issued "No Time to Vote; Challer iges 
Facing America's Overseas Military Voters." The report 
found that 25 states and the District, of Coliirnbia provide 
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’"e overseas military voters to vote and 
nt. Pew identified three major factors 
ntee voting laws and procedures 
‘ < !i ta'’v and overseas voters from voting; 

( I y or e ^t^rely on mail delivery for the voting 
0 ib'^entee baliots later in the election 
;o biection Day; and imposing earlier 
ng completed ballots. 

< r , rf oft-ci'on system relies on antiquated 
I ^ on Miii to leverage new technology that has 
•)ig I f s *■/' Mfi ed other aspects of our lives. When 
corriciriea vvitn inconsistent state laws and absentee 
ballot procedures, states too often fail to allow overseas 
voters sufficient time to vote, provide the voting 
information they need or locate them accurately. As a 
result, too many do not get a say in our democracy. 

A Complex System to Navigate 

Military and overseas voters find it difficult to access 
information needed to properly register and request 
ballots. The U,S Department of Defense’s Federal Voting 
A.s5istance Program (FVAP) produces the annual Voting 
A.ssistance Guide, a 460- page instruction manual that 
details the state-by-state procedures governing all 
these steps. Although Voting Assistance Officers are 
assigned to assist military personnel with the process, 
their assistance is limited by regulations and time 
constraints, leaving these voters to navigate obstacles 
with iittie guidance. 

Moreover, miiitary voters face a variety of state laws 
regulating how to request, complete and submit 


an absentee ballot. A unit of 60 overseas soldiers 

and contractors coi d ^ 

registration deadlines b^' u 

eligibility rules, mall nq i pl* r 

deadlines based on -ner s' i- ' t 

they last voted. 

Most overseas voters eah im v tr i 
Write-in Absentee 3a lOt /^|-v t \ 
alternative ballot that •-pr\es ^ i \ l 
voters who do not reve ve ti ( i hNc i t 
in time. Although it is ursiversailyaca'pted by stales 
and available for download online, it is seidom used or 
promoted by states. In addition, states are required to 
accept the FWAB for federal races, but approximately 
half accept it forai! state and local races as well,* 

The Result of a Broken System 

Based on a sury^y of seven states by the Congressional 
Research Service, an average of 27.95 percent of military 
and overseas ballots in the 2008 election were returned 
as unddlverable, lost, or lejected,’ Orte state in tlie survey, 
West Virginia, counted less than 40 percent of UOC'AVA 
ballots.* Many voters also give up on the process because 
they do not receive their information or ballot in time and 
are unaware of alternatives such as the FWAB. 

Even those voters from states with enough time to vote 
are often only able to do so by faxing or e-mailing their 
completed ballots, raising corKerns about privacy. As 
3 result, many voters must compromise the secrecy 
of their vote or risk identity theft in order to return 
their ballot on time, Additionally, e-mail ballots could 


1 In ii siji vt’v orTt.'ite etecfiars oftkials, Pew fijoiKl that 28 states aocept the FW/iB for all state and local elections, tnUudiivj itx)» not occutfing Bui a fedei ;.t( 
election. Acldirionatiy, ;S3 stacw accept the FWAB fo< ail state anti local elections occurring during a federal tHection. These mimbeis are not con-ifjletc: becar.ise t.vvrs 
-slates did n<w restxjnd to the survey. 

2 ‘'l.osc" ballots, as defined by the Congressional Research Service, are b.ailots mailed out but nes«f returned. 

.i "!tVl.y^I^,•.^tion for the Upcoming Senate fttiies and Aclministratfon Cornmii'ee Hearing on the Uniftymed and Overseas Absentw Vofim:) A(.:i,'( j.vigretis'or-iiil Resyartih 
Servi(:e.Mayii,.;)tx}9. 


2 Eiect'cn initiatives f Pew Center Oh the States 
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t <- 'f fegrity of the eiectior. system 
1 e efifiable means of submitting 

.1- , Reforms 

■ Vote" reported that 25 
1 1 1 ^ or c '' umbia should improve 

ores to give UOCAVA 

r r u ote- ail states could significantly 

r ! g --.r xCbS for milirary and o\.«rseas 

( '(If <" *• i -• V. r' ihc States is engaged in a 
pat ' I'j advance short and long-term 
solutions. We am wofking with the states and a wide 
array of partners to advance commonsense reforms to 
make the election system svork better for Americans 
around the world wlto defend our cou.ntry and represent 
its ideals. Those key reforms include the following: 

Send Baiiots Earlier and Faster 

States should print and mail ballots earlier in the election 
cycle to allow enough time to condensate for any 
potential delays later in the process. Furthermore, if states 
would expedite the mailing of ballots through existing 
mail methods (military mail and postal service), many 
states woulci provide voters with sttfficient time to vote. 
Additionally, transmitting blank baiiots electronically does 
not risk voters'privacy while improving the process in all 
states, especially the 16 states and the District of Columbia 
that do riot currently provide enougii time to vote.^ 

Build More Time into the Voting Process 

States should allow a minimum of 4.5 days for ballot 
transit time (from the date of sending the ballots out to 


the deadline for receiv ■'m 1 ^“'' 'i ‘p 
notary requirement. Tv\er'*y v u '•’’d'es ^ ^ 

FVAP’s guideline to allow a t m i. 
for ballot transit time. Fv r'-np'-mnr^ ^ ^ 

overseas notaries (requ c/e'O’'* s'a'e'' ^ r 
baiiots) costs valuable ...r^e .n ^ ^ ^ 

couid easily be replaced with a v' t ^.cm - s-cu 1 ' ' h, 
as per FVAP recommendations.- 

increase Awareness and Expand 
Use of the F WAS 

The FVVA8 currently serv'es as a safety net for UOCAVA 
voters who request an official absentee bailoi, bur 
either do not receive it or lack the lime to return it. 
Voters can download the FWAB online but many 
are unaware of its avaiiabiiity. Although the FWAB is 
accepted by ail states, some states elect to accept it 
only for federal offices or only from uniformed military 
service members. The states would better serve 
voters by increasing awareness of the FWAB, making 
it avaiiabie to ail UOCAVA voters and accepting it for 
federal, state and local offices. 

Develop a Model Law for States 

With Pew's support, the Uniform Law Commission 
(ULC) is drafting a model law for states to eliminate 
unnecessary procedural requirements and build in at 
least 45 days for delivery and return of overseas ballots. 
The goal is to produce a Uniform Military and Overseas 
Voter Act with consistent timelines, requirements 
and standards for UOCAVA registration, absentee 
ballot distribution and ballot voting --not to mention 
improved technology for ballot transmission. 


'Ml7(!:c«rr)t:.ier .’(Xxtivaoft. tiy clis N.isioraUnyiwte of Star«Jar<!s and Technology, exomiried threats to (KXAVAwtingsyiterswflrKifourKl tMnsmitrirv;) hinnk 
■wl "it^ hv ,n ( iV t'-iriif m.tihciiabfp. See Andrew Segenschekf and Nctsoo Hastings. A ThfeofAnnysisafitiOCAV'A Systems, Na’ioiW inyiftiWMifSvafxJ.ifcIs 


tCOverspasVotef-cmndai'on !>ieciicts Unprecedented Overseas and MitisaryVotef Partlcipjtion.'Oversoas Vote Foundation, Oct 27,^008 
Avaiiabie at: www.o'/fjfseaf;vot<’foiind»sbn.cifg/iitesAinprec«l<?oted_Tvrnoii'_?yeC!iC!efi%20vS%20(27.0c!_.2!Xffi}.pdf 
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i k'l , ;!■> lu Stiiramiine the Process 

' '‘■'>0 With the Overseas Vote 
I ' j ' - M fo rrovap convenient, online toois, 

1 ] ' phefji nost Cd'd Application (FPCA) 

I I . ’‘arvo^o nverseas voters, and also 
'<1 ' t 1 r< jse c'l s-'»\AB a back-up measure. 

I ^ on ' i>-*-ors f 1.25 miiiiOR in October 

I I f i c O' ' i.ef'''ces, available at wmv. 

. 0 . .jf'-"'' a*; wei! as the Web sites of 

‘ j r ' . t 'I campaiqn':, state election officials, 
coo J O' s 1 i t cixiCOfO'ip'-* With a model law and 
added technical capacity, a version of FWA8 could be 
exp<3nded for use in state and local elections, as weil. 

Develop 21 Century Technology to Inform Voters 
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Mr. Gonzalez. Thank you very much. 

At this time, we’re going to proceed with questions of the wit- 
nesses, and the Chair will recognize Mr. Davis. 

Mr. Davis of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, thank you. 

I am glad to see my old trial advocacy partner is a high-ranking 
DOJ guy; and he is here, Spencer Overton. I am glad to see you 
here today. 

I have a bill I have introduced and I want to talk about for one 
second with the panel. It is H.R. 3473, the Military Internet Voting 
Pilot Bill. It just focuses, as the title implies, on service men and 
women, but I think that is an important part of this debate, Mr. 
Chapin, as you just pointed out; and I will give you a specific exam- 
ple of how this plays out in my State of Alabama. 

We still have runoffs. Most States don’t, but we still have party 
runoffs. That means if no one get 50, the top two go into a runoff. 

It used to be that the runoff time period was 3 weeks in the 
State of Alabama. That was thought to be a reasonable period. It 
is not so far after the first primary, but it is far enough away to 
allow campaigns to recalibrate. Because of our difficulty in com- 
plying with current Federal mandates regarding getting ballots to 
soldiers, we have had to accommodate by now having a 6-week run- 
off period. 

Let me tell you empirically what has happened in the last three 
election cycles. State and municipal, in Alabama. The turnout 
drops substantially. 

We just had runoffs in city council races in Birmingham. Six 
weeks after the primary, the turnout was approximately 9 to 10 
and a half percent. 

We had legislative runoffs in 2006. The turnout was so low that 
in legislative districts of 30,000-some people, the winner was get- 
ting 860, 870 votes. 

We have runoffs next year in the State-wide races. Mind you, 
most voters are still not aware of the 6 week runoff timetable. They 
are still thinking it is 3 weeks. We are anticipating there could be 
a drop-off of as much as 50 or 60 percent. 

Now those of us who believe we do better as a democracy when 
more people vote are concerned about those patterns. And, can- 
didly, the only way that Alabama and States like us that have run- 
offs could meet Federal standards regarding service men and 
women, without having an interminable runoff campaign that was 
a lot later and ran the risk in a drop-off in turnout, would be if 
we had Internet voting. 

I hear the concern raised from some quarters, well, there could 
be a breach of the system, or there could be some manipulation of 
the ballot through a computer hacker. I am tempted to say, when 
it comes to the military, if someone figures out how to hack a mili- 
tary computer or if someone figures out how to invade the com- 
puter integrity of the military, we probably have a bigger problem 
than someone voting, frankly. So that doesn’t strike me as — it is 
not a trivial concern, nor does it strike me as a dispositive concern. 

I do have some reservations about moving full scale to online reg- 
istration. I do think there are more possibilities of fraud there, for 
all kinds of obvious reasons, but I don’t see an argument against 
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moving toward allowing our service men and women a full-fledged 
opportunity to vote by computer. 

And one other aspect here, even now with the way that the sys- 
tem works at the Presidential level, as a practical matter, service 
men and women have to get their votes in a long time before the 
election, sometimes 3 or 4 or 5 weeks, as I understand it. That 
amounts to mandatory early voting. It is one thing if a voter choos- 
es to vote early in States that allow it. It is another thing if a voter 
is almost forced into it. 

Why is that a problem? Every now and then, things happen in 
the final weeks of an election that are actually meaningful and rel- 
evant. I think our service men and women ought to have the oppor- 
tunity to see the election in its totality if they choose, to see the 
play run to its conclusion, see the credits rolling across the screen; 
and Internet voting gives them a chance to do that. 

So, as we politicians do, that is a long-winded statement and not 
a question, but I guess the question that we always end with is: 
Don’t you agree? 

Would anyone like to react to anything that I have said? 

Mr. Rokita. I will quickly say that the Indiana General Assem- 
bly and the Indiana Secretary of State — that being me — feels like 
you do when it comes to our service men and women. 

We have implemented a program where, through a Department 
of Defense server, we do offer Internet voting to those voters. We 
do have confidence that the DOD servers are a good way to do this; 
and that was the only way we were able to get the legislation 
passed, actually. It would be a program, a joint venture with the 
DOD. 

Ms. Blinn. Washington State strongly advocates Internet voting 
for the military and overseas voters. We brought a bill before our 
legislature this past year. It did not pass, but we are going to con- 
tinue to advocate for this. 

Washington State has six military bases and also a very large 
overseas community, either because of dependents or because of 
people working or going to school overseas. Remember that there 
are lots of people in areas of the world where there is no postal sys- 
tem at all, or it is so unreliable, it is so difficult that it doesn’t mat- 
ter whether you put the ballots in the mail 4 weeks before Election 
Day, 6 weeks before Election Day, or 8 weeks before Election Day. 
The ballots are still never going to get to that voter where that per- 
son is located. 

We already implement e-mail ballots, and we want to strongly 
advocate the electronic return in some fashion of ballots. Because 
these people frequently have laptops and can access the Internet. 
We hear from our military over and over again: I can e-mail. I have 
access to Internet. I don’t have a printer, I don’t have a scanner, 
and I don’t have a postal system. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Chapin. Just very quickly, the question of whether or not 
electronic return of ballots is appropriate is very much an open 
question. I think that one thing that many people have settled on 
is we need to find a way to get ballots to men and women overseas 
faster. I think we are on the verge of that with the National De- 
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fense Authorization Act and some of the ballot transmission things 
that are in there. 

We would also like to find ways to use tools like the Voting Infor- 
mation Project to allow Alabamians or anyone else around the 
world to see what is on their ballot so they have as much time as 
they need to fill out a ballot and still return it in time to have it 
be valid and have it be counted. 

Mr. Davis of Alabama. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Manlove. In Delaware, we did change State law to allow us 
to accept ballots that come back electronically. We were receiving 
ballots back, and we were not allowed to accept them by State law. 
But we did change the law that if overseas or military — military 
and overseas citizens, if they sent their ballots back by fax or e- 
mail, we were allowed to accept them. And we have been e-mailing 
ballots to the military for quite a while. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Thank you very much. 

The Chair will recognize Mr. Harper. 

Mr. Harper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I would also like to submit for the record a Demos study on the 
shortcomings of using public assistance databases for voter reg- 
istration verification. This was mentioned in Mr. Rokita’s written 
testimony. We would like to add that to the record. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Without objection. 

[The information follows:] 
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1 )cin()s 

use of public assistance daiabases m 

VJTOMATiC VOTER REGISTRATION: 

ri 'Mimindry Findings 




In response to calls for voter registration modeniiMtaon, prc^sals have been advanced to use 
government lists to automatically register eli^ble citizens to voted A central goal 4)f any automatic voter 
registration proposal should be a representative electorate in wMch all eligible citizens, including those 
fmm historically underrepresented communitiesj are effectively registered and able to cast a ballot otJ 
Election Day. State databases of indivhli^s mxiving public assistance benefits - including Food Stamps 
(SNAP), Temporary Assisutnee for Needy Famines CIANF), and Medicaid can be an important 
source for registering sotne of the most underrepresented populations. 


To better understand tiie nattire of public assistance a^ncies' computerized eltgibility databases and 
how they can he used to facilitate automatic voter re^stra.tion. Demos conducted telephone surveys 
with public assistance agencies in 41 out of 51 states (indading the District of Columbia).^ ’Ihe 
respondents were primarily state-level progpram and polity directors who were bcjth familiar wdth the 
benefits application pix>ces5 and the use of elig^bUity databases. 


Key Findings 


» The majority of the information required to renter to vote, induding foil name, date of birth, 
Social Seairky number, and dtizenship status, are collected and stored in virtually all public 
assistance databases. Digitized signatumsyto tlie extent th^ are required, may not be as readily 
available. 

» AU public assistaiice records require entry of first and last name for every client in the database, 
f lowtrvcr, names are frequently not entered in a standardized way. For example, some state® will 
require a “forntal legal name” while others will allow the use of nick names or alias (c»g. Bob 
rather tiian Robert). Special attention will need to be paid in attempting to identify duplicates 
and ensuring that registration records are consistent with the ID documents voters may be 
requirt^d to shew at the polls. 

» Well over a third of states reported that they do not require all clients to provide a residential 
address, allowing a mailing address to be used instead. This is a potential problem as all states 
require a residential address for voter registration. All states with the exception of one, however, 
have a field for residential addresses in tlieir database, even if not required. 

» While some states use drop down boxe.s or USPS software to standardize addresses in their 
databases, others do not, creating potential ptoblems ki entering apartment numbers and non- 
traditional addresses ns well as concerns with database matching and ID documetits at the polls. 

» Virtually all of the states surveyed collect infonnation necessary for voter registration from 
every member receiving benefits in a househedd or family. However, there is a grtiv area when it 
comes to the address information for these non-heads of household as their address is "linked" 
to that of the head of the household. Care w31 need to be taken to ensure address information 
for non-heads of household ^viil be transmitted to election ofiictals. 

» In upgrading their databases, many states are, moving away from mainframe databases and 
toward web-based systems, facilitating data sharing as weE a.s increasing the ease with wliich 
changes can be made to the database to accommodate the needs of an automatic voter 
registration .system. 


J... id ..sy^rsj Yotijtn E, Kim and Scott Novakdwski 
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Toter Registration Requirements and Database Elements 

Information required for voter lustration in aH states inchide: foil name, residential address, date of 
birth, ID iiumber (drivers Uceose or social seoiri^ number), and si^ature. Among these, foil name, 
date of birth, and ID number (u^jally ScKdai Security number) are collected and entered in ail public 
assistance databases. 

Name , . 

All public assistance records require entry of first and l^t name for every client in the database. 
However, standardization of these names is far from universal. Few state public assistance agencies 
have implemented policit^ that standardise the way In wdiich names arc collectetl and input into the 
database. For example, while some stares try to ask the client for a “formal legal name,” others will allow 
the dient to prowde a nickname or alias {e.g. “Bob” rather th^ “Robert,” a mkidle named used as a first 
name).Tltis practice could create problems wdien attempting to identify duplicates by matching names 
in these databases with those already on the wjter registration rolls or with other state databases used to 
popxilate the voter rolls. Pmblems could also be created if the name added to the voter registration rolls 
is not consistent witli the identifying documaits voters be required to present at the polls under 
their respective state law. Special attention will need to be paid in attempting to identify duplicates and 
to ensure registration records are consistent 'mih the ID voters may be required to show at the polls. 


Address 

The accuracy of the adrlresses stored in public assistance databases is vital to ensuring acairate, up- 
to-date voter registration records. It is assumed that the addresses in these, databases are current and 
fairly accurate so that the dient properly receives benefits. However, seventeen states rejxsrted they do 
not always require clients to provide a residential address and thus there is not necessarily a rcsklential 
address entered into the existing field.^ Instead they will require a mailing address. 'Tins potentially j>ose,5 
a problerh as all states require a residential address for voter registration. All states surveyed, with the. 
exception of one, however, at least have a field for residential addresses in their databases, even if it is 
not required. 

Additionally, there is significant variation among the states in terms of address standardization policies 
and practices. Hurteen states reported having no statewide policies for how to standaidize addiesses 
in their databases (e.g. the use of abbreviation.^ and how to enter apartment numbers).'^ "Ihe lack of 
standard pn^cedures and formats for entering addresses, particularly non-traditional addresses such as 
those often found in urban and rural areas, can create potential problems in ensuring accuracy as well as 
in the matching procedures and polling place ID requirements discussed above. 

Those that do have policies or procedures for address standardization use a host of methods from 
abbreviations, to drop- down boxes, to DSPS software which formats the addresses and cities according 
to what is used by the USPS. Even when policies or guidelines are in place for address standardization, 
a few states admitted tliiat the poHcies are not consistently followed. Because an accurate address is 
essential to voter registration and because low-income Americans move frequently and may have non- 
traditional addresses, special attention should be paid to ensure address data is complete, accurate, and 
up-to-date. 
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Identification Number, Cltizensliip, Date of Birds and Si^ature 

Tbe otlier elemeats accessar\i- for a complete voter r^stradon recoid — date of birth, ID number and 
citizenship - are also collected and entered into foe public assistance databases. In all states but one, the 
date of birth and social security numba* aie collectai and entejxd for each individual receiving benefits. 
Since driver’s license numbers are almost never re<|uned and are rarely entered into the public assistarscc 
databases, the social security numbers would act as the primary ideaxrification tuimher necessary for 
voter registration. By fedex^ law all agenda are required to oxllect citizenship information and rirtually 
all states have a required field in the database for citizenship or legal status. 

Ihe one necessaxy registration component that is not as readily available is the signature. Due to 
antiquated technology and defident resources at many public assistance agencies, capturing tlsc client’s 
signature electronically is not always an option. Even most of foe sUtes with newer technolo^ do not 
haw the means to digitally capture the clients actual signature. Eleven states reported airrently having 
the capability to seaxr or upload an image of foe signature to be stored In the database, although this 
often is not a statewide capability.-^ 

Households and Individuals 

Virtually all of foe states surveyed collect information nec^sary for voter registration from every member 
x-eceiving bexiefits in a household or family Thus -when a household applies for assistance the fiill name, 
date of birth and social sectirity number of each redpient in that household is captured and entered into 
the dal'aba.se. I'his allows for the potential registration of many additional voters. I lowever, there is a gray 
area when it comes to the address infonnarion for non-heads of household as their address is “linked” 
to that of the head of the household. Care will need to be taken to ensure address information for non- 
heads of household will be transmitted to election officials. 

Conclusion and Next Steps 

Much of foe information necessary for a voter to become registered is contained within public assistance 
databases. Provided that solutions can be found to some of the shortcomings discussed above, including 
non-standardized namCvS and addresses, missing residential address fields, and lack of digitized signatures, 
the data maintained by public assistance agencies provide a solid foundation for implementing an 
automatic voter registration system. 

'Jhose agencies that have recently upgraded their database, or are in foe process of updating their 
database, are moving in a direction that could fadlitate a w-orkable interfece between, their system and 
a voter registration database. Database upgrades are trending tow-ard oxfone eligibility applications and 
web-based systems. A little less than half of the stat^ currently allow for the use of an online application 
and .several are headed in this direction. As agencies move away from outdated mainframe systems, it 
will be mxich easier to add and modify fields, thus ensuring that all date necessary for voter registration 
is captured. 
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See, for esamplc, FairVotej^Sewn to Create 1(X^ Voter R^stsatioiL"avaiiabie at http-y/www-faiirote. 

org/?page=857; New Anierica Foundailon, Automatic Voter Registrafioji: Using Drivers Licenses and lax Databases 
for Automatic Registrations (Novemtrer 2(X)6), available at httpyywwwjiewaffierica.net/files/Aiitomatic%20Vbtei4&20 
Registration.pdf; Laura Seago, Government Lists:HowReady Are for Automatic Voter Rcgistiation? (Brcnnart 
Center for Justice, 2009), avaiiafale at fotpt//bmuian,3afo.netf5961i&dd22285449ftl..0um6b9r5k.pdf.', and Wendy 
Wdser, Michael Waldiiian, and R«iee I^radk, Voter Re^stration Modemiaatiou Policy Summaiy, {Breassan Ceirter 
for lustice, lusie 2009), aviukblc athttpV/www'.brennancenrer.org/content/resoQrcf-/votcr_icgsscnfooj\_.m<>dmuzation/'. 
AU AJC, AR, CT; DE, DC, FL, GA, HI, ID.IL, lA, KS, KY, LA, MD, MA, MN. MT, NK, N V, NH, NJ, NM, NC. 
N'D, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, SD,TN,TX,UT, VX VA,VVA,WV,WI,W. 

AL, DE, GA, ID, JL, lA, MD.NE, NV.NC, OR, PA, SC^TISL VX VA,and WA reported that they may not always 
require clients to pro^dde a rcadential address. 

^\L, AR, FL, IL, lA, LA, MX NJ, NC, OK, PA,TN, and WY reported not having statewide policies for sfandardsAng 
addresses. 

FL, ID, IL, MN, NH, NC, OK, OR, SC, SD,aad WI reported that at least some counties have the capability to scan 
or upload iur iir.agc of a si^ature. 


Contact 

Demos { 220 Fifth Ave., 5th Floor | New York, New York 10001 j 312.633;140S | WWWiilemos.otg 
Media Inquiries: 

Tim R usch, Communications Director 
trusch@demos.org 
212.389.1407 


Connect at Demos.org 

» Research, Commentary 8c Analysis 
» Special Initiatives 8c Events 
» Ideas 8c Action Blog 
» eUpdates 

» Twitter, Facebook &. News Feeds 
» Multimedia 
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Mr. Harper. The first question I have is for Mr. Rokita. Are you 
aware of any other databases other than the driver’s license data- 
base that would have all of the information you need to verify and 
complete a voter registration that could be initiated online? 

Mr. Rokita. No, not in Indiana or really anywhere else. The 
Demos report speaks to that point. 

Mr. Harper. I would ask the same question of each of you, if 
there is anything else that you rely on in your States or in your 
studies that would indicate that. 

Ms. Manlove. No. In Delaware, we connect with the DMV data- 
base. 

Ms. Blinn. That is the same in Washington. 

Mr. Chapin. In our consultations with State and local election of- 
ficials, we are trying to determine if there are any other State 
databases that they would feel comfortable using that would give 
them the same level of assurance that Secretary Rokita feels with 
motor vehicle files. 

Mr. Harper. Have you found anything yet that you think might 
be there? 

Mr. Chapin. We have not yet. 

Mr. Harper. Thank you very much. 

The question I have for each of you, if a voter registration did 
not include a signature, is there any way you could have a con- 
fidence in verifying that it indeed was the correct person? 

Mr. Rokita. I would say no. A signature is at least what we 
need. 

Ms. Manlove. If we were able to obtain the signature by con- 
necting to the DMV database, that would be significant for us. 

Ms. Blinn. Washington votes primarily by mail; and the way we 
authenticate the ballot, that the person who voted the ballot is the 
registered voter, is through confirming that the signature on the 
envelope is the signature on the voter registration file. So we defi- 
nitely need a signature. 

Mr. Harper. So you have to have that, and the way is through 
your license? 

Ms. Blinn. Correct. 

Mr. Chapin. We will follow the lead of State and local election 
officials as to what they think is best in designing what they think 
is a more modernized system. 

Mr. Harper. Ms. Blinn, one question I would have, and I am 
aware of, of course, going back to 2007, obviously, some of the 
issues with fraudulent voter registrations that involved ACORN 
and led to an agreement in lieu of prosecuting that organization in 
2007, what is your State’s relationship as we continue into this 
year, with ACORN? 

Ms. Blinn. There were fraudulent registration forms submitted 
in Washington State by ACORN in two counties, the counties that 
Seattle and Tacoma are located in. King and Pierce counties, re- 
spectively. They were identified by the county elections offices be- 
cause they were filled out and signed in the same handwriting. So 
these were paper forms. The forms were referred over to their pros- 
ecutors’ offices, and there was an investigation. There were pros- 
ecutions, and I believe there were four or five felony convictions out 
of this investigation. 
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We did enter into a settlement agreement. There were guilty 
pleas, and as part of the guilty pleas there was the settlement 
agreement with ACORN. Secretary Reed signed off on that so it 
would have State-wide enforcement. This required ACORN to go 
through significant training and show the counties what kind of 
quality control measures they were going to put in place. 

The prosecutions were primarily in 2007, and they did come back 
in 2008 and conduct voter registration in those same two counties 
in 2008, and we did not have subsequent issues with them in 2008. 

I don’t know if they plan to come back in future Federal election 
years. 

Mr. Harper. In light of the more recent news involving ACORN, 
is this agreement subject to review or anticipated review to see if 
there is any continued relationship with ACORN? 

Ms. Blinn. We don’t have a specific relationship with ACORN. 
I think if additional issues start to arise, we will certainly bring it 
to their attention. 

Mr. Harper. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Thank you, Mr. Harper. 

The Chair will recognize himself for some questioning. 

It seems that everybody’s testimony when it comes to the use of 
the Internet is predicated, obviously, on having some method of 
verification. That’s obvious to all of us. The problem that we run 
into, or one of the concerns we may have, and I don’t know how 
we get around this, and that’s what my question goes to, is that 
you do rely for verification that that person who registers through 
the Internet have a valid driver’s license or identification card 
issued by the Department of Motor Vehicles. In Texas, we refer to 
it by a different name. Does that pose a disadvantage to a signifi- 
cant number of people in every election since we don’t know the 
number of voters separating the winner from the loser? 

I mean, it could be less than 500 votes in Florida or, though 
we’re talking about President as far as carrying Florida, it could 
be less than 250 votes in Minnesota for a Senator. These things 
really do happen. 

Let me just point out, according to a University of Washington 
study, 13 percent of all registered voters, 18 percent of African 
Americans, and 20 percent of young adults in Indiana do not have 
an Indiana driver’s license or State-issued ID card. What problems 
does that create? How do you address that? Are you making mod- 
ern technology not available to many that wouldn’t be able to take 
advantage of it for the reason that they don’t have the verification 
necessary? 

And who wants to go first? 

Mr. Rokita. 

Mr. Rokita. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, with regard to the election data that you point out, 
I would respectfully say that registering to vote is not the same as 
voting. 

Secondly, I would say we shouldn’t not try to use the best tech- 
nology that we can for all of our voters or a significant number of 
voters simply because not every voter might take advantage of 
that. The fact of the matter is, in Indiana, we have 5,500 polling 
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places. You can almost fall out of bed into a polling place to vote 
on Election Day. 

We now vote early. It is voting absentee in person, but it is effec- 
tively voting early, 30 days before an election. 

We are doing more and more things throughout this country’s 
history and our State’s history to make the polling place accessible. 
All of those things are still there, with or without online voter reg- 
istration. 

Ms. Manlove. In the Delaware system currently, you would 
have to print out your form, sign it, and mail it in and provide 
identification. If you don’t have a driver’s license or a State ID, you 
would have to have some other form of identification and mail it 
in. Outside of that, I wouldn’t have a better way of handling that. 

Ms. Blinn. In Washington State, our online system is simply an- 
other method for providing registration. We haven’t taken away 
any other methods for registration, and we try to make the pro- 
gram as user friendly as possible to explain that, if you happen to 
not have a Washington driver’s license or State ID card, it takes 
the user directly to the paper form. They can print that out and 
send that in, just as they always have, and provide other forms of 
ID. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Anybody else? Any ideas? 

And you’re right, Mr. Rokita. It’s one thing to be registered. It 
is a different issue when it comes to voting. 

And when it comes to having some sort of State-issued identifica- 
tion, photo ID, and the problems that it presents, and especially In- 
diana and the issues that have arisen, even in your Supreme 
Court, which recognize that you have thousands that would be 
disenfranchised by that condition and such. I’m just saying that we 
try to make everything that is available to individuals so we reg- 
ister as many people as possible and hopefully they’ll go to the 
polls. 

That leads me to the next question. Since we know this probably 
will impact a certain segment of a community that is identified on 
the losing side of the digital divide, does it become more important 
to have third-party organizations — that are subject, of course, to 
scrutiny and vigilance and everything else — to go out in the com- 
munities and to assist and to promote the registering of voters? 

Ms. Blinn. I am happy to speak on that. 

We are encouraging the advocacy groups who want to do voter 
registration drives to simply do it on a laptop. Because they can 
use any kind of plug-in that connects to the Internet through cell 
towers or however and conduct the same voter registration drives 
on the Internet. 

Actually, it is our understanding that the people there reg- 
istering feel more comfortable because then they are not handing 
a piece of paper with their signature on it to a stranger. Instead, 
it is going into the State database. So we are encouraging the advo- 
cacy groups to use the online system and just do it on laptops. 

Mr. Gonzalez. Anyone else? 

Mr. Chapin. Mr. Chairman, I think a point that bears noting is 
that, through advances in voter registration, we can actually real- 
ize some cost efficiencies for election offices which they can then 
use to assist in outreach to voters. 
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The brief I entered earlier suggests that, at least in one county 
in Arizona, online registrations cost something along the lines of 3 
cents per voter, as opposed to 83 cents per voter for a paper copy. 
Those savings that an election office can realize could be used to 
reach out to new voters. But it would leave it to them to figure out 
how best to allocate the resources, but at least it would remove the 
inefficiency of the current paper-based system. 

Ms. Manlove. I agree with both of them. We are just offering 
another option by using Internet. It doesn’t take away anything 
that we did before that. 

Mr. Rokita. I would simply say that, conceptually, I think it is 
a good thing that third parties help out with voter registration. I 
don’t think it should be just a government exercise. Elections are 
for and by the people, and that is the way it should remain. 

Mr. Gonzalez. All right, well, that’s all I have. 

Mr. Harper, do you have any follow-up? 

Mr. Harper. No. 

Mr. Gonzalez. I did neglect to ask unanimous consent for the 
Common Cause letter on the testimony of Bob Edgar, that it be ad- 
mitted and be made part of the record. 

And, without objection, it is going to be admitted. 

[The information follows:] 
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Common Cause 


H<»Wiiis; Pomr Amnmtahk 


Testimony of Bob Edgar 
President and CEO, Common Cause 

Presented to Subcommittee on Elections of the Committee on House Administration on 
Modernizing the Election Registration Process 
October 2 1 , 2009 


Common Cause strongly supports the Voter Registration Modernization Act of 2009 (H.R. 1719), 
a bill which will help encourage voter participation and provide a more streamlined, accurate and 
cost-efficient voter registration process by utilizing existing technologies to register voters online. 

Currently, the voter registration process in most states involves the voter filling out a hard paper 
copy of the voter registration form. While most states provide downloadable paper forms that a 
voter can fill out and return, a hard copy must still be printed out so that it can be signed and 
mailed. This then requires a data entry process on the part of the state or county, which creates 
opportunities for manual error and adds unnecessary costs, delay and uncertainty. 

H.R. 1719 will allow eligible citizens to register to vote in federal elections entirely online as well 
as to update or correct their existing registrations online. More people of all ages are using the 
Internet to carry out daily transactions ranging from online banking to making airplane 
reservations to filing taxes. The ease of this type of transaction should expand to voter registration 
over the Internet. Several states have already begun this process, with encouraging results. 


State Programs 

After passing its program in 2002, Arizona has seen a dramatic increase in the number of people 
registering to vote, as well as significant cost savings. Arizona saw a 9.5% increase in 
registrations from 2002 to 2004 after implementing online voter registration.' In 2007, 72% of 
people registering to vote in Arizona used the online voter registration process.^ Additionally, 
Arizona saw major cost savings with the online voter registration program. In 2006, cost savings 
from online registration in Maricopa County (Arizona’s most populous county) were equivalent 
to the salaries of eight full time employees because online registration reduced data entry needs.^ 


' Office of the Washington State Secretary of State Sam Reed, Online Voter Registration - Frequently 
Asked Questions, http://www.secstate.wa.gov/elections/online_reg_faq.aspx. 

^ Joseph Rendeiro, Arizona and Washington Leave Other States in Dust on Online Voter Registration, 
OhMyGov!, July 22, 2008, http://ohmygov.eom/blogs/general_news/archive/2008/07/22/arizona-and- 
washington-leave-other-states-in-dust-on-online-voter-registration.aspx. 

’ California Senate Bill Analysis, SB 3i\, available at http://info.sen.ca.gOv/pub/07-08/bill/sen/sb_0351- 
0400/sb 381 cfa 20080823 110553 sen floor.html 
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A paper registration in Maricopa County costs a minimum of 83 cents to process, compared to 
only 3 cents for online registration.'* 

Washington state has also already seen a large number of potential voters registering online, with 
1,634 doing so in just the first three days of the program in 2008.* In the first six months of the 
program, Washington state found between thirty to forty percent of all registrations were 
processed via the Internet.* Online voter registration led to a new record of registered voters in 
that state.’ 

Other states are quickly following suit to supplement traditional voter registration methods with 
online registration. California enacted an online registration bill in 2008 and Colorado, Indiana, 
Oregon and Utah have done so in 2009. Kansas Secretary of State Ron Thornburgh announced 
this summer that his office would begin implementing an online registration program as well.* 


Congress Should Act 

Congress should act to provide a national process so that voters can easily register online 
regardless of their state of residence. H.R. 1 7 1 9 will improve the voter registration process for 
both voters and election officials. It will also allow for easier matching of duplicate records and 
other issues that arise when a voter moves from one county to another, and will remove the need 
for large amounts of manual data entry. 

When Common Cause has worked at the state level to advance this reform, we have found it 
widely embraced by both Democrats and Republicans. Wide majorities of state legislatures are 
voting to streamline and modernize this basic expression of democratic participation. 


■' PEW Center on the States, Issue Brief, Bringing Elections into the 2 1 ”■ Century: Voter 
Registration Modernization, August 2009, at 3, available at 

http://www,pe wtrusts.org/uploadedFiles/wwwpewtrustsorg/Reports/Election_reform/Voter_Registration_ 
Modemization_Brief_web.pdf?n=5270. 

* Gregory Roberts, Washington Starts Up Online Voter Registration, SEATTLE POST-INTELLIGENCER, Jan. 
14, 2008, available at http://www.seattlepi.com/local/3472l7_voterregistrationl4.html. 

* California Senate Bill Analysis, supra foomote 3. 

’ Noelene Clark, Statewide, New- Voter Registration Hits Record, SEATTLE TIMES, Oct. 8, 2008, available 
at http;//seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/localnews/2008238624_voterreg08m.html. 

* Scott Rothschild, Kansas ' Online Voter Registration Application Unveiled, Lawrence Journal- 
WORLD, July 28, 2009, available at http;//www2.1iworld.com/news/2009/Jul/28/kansas-prepares- 
announce-online-voter-registration. 



130 


Mr. Gonzalez. First of all, I want to express our thanks to the 
witnesses. It’s so important to hear from you. Obviously, we’re up 
here and we are attempting to do the best we can, and then you 
have to deal with the consequences of those decisions. So it’s really 
important that you acquaint us with what it’s like on the ground. 
I would like to thank my colleagues who participated today. 

The hearing record will remain open for 5 legislative days to 
allow for the submission of any additional materials or questions 
that Members may have. If you receive any further questions, we 
ask that you respond in writing as promptly as possible. Notice I 
said “in writing.” I am not sure we’re going to accept that through 
the Internet. The questions and answers will all be made part of 
the record. 

Thank you again. 

And we stand adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 2:50 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 
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